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“The BAPTISM of INFANTS, 
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By ISAIAH BIRT. 


Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoft ; teaching them to obferve all things whatfocver I 
have commanded you. 

t ; MATTHEW XXVili, 19, 20. 

‘There are manifeftly three things which our Lord here 

diftinétly enjoins his Apoftles to execute with regard 

to the nations, to wit, paGzlevev, Pamhlev, Sdacxev, that 

_is, to convert them to the faith, to initiate the converts 

into the church by baptifm, and to inftru& the baptized 
_ in all the duties of the Chriftian life. © 

Dr. CampBeE Lt, 
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STRICTURES, &c. 
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cee eats controverfy is, perhaps, feldom bene- 
ficial to mankind, either in convincing their un- 
‘derftanding, or meliorating their hearts; becaufe it is 
too generally conduéted by a fpirit and temper foreign to 
the genius of Chriftianity. It is, however, to be la- 
mented, that evil paflions fhould be fo powerful in thofe 
who profefs themfelves influenced by divine grace, as 
that perfonal inveétive fhould be conneéted wich religious 
difcuffion, and private animofity be created by a difference 
of opinion. 

In the prefent inftance the world is judge, and each 
reader will be influenced by his particular feelings, fenti- 
ments, or prejudices. It will be forgotten that we are men 
of like paflions with others, when we profefs ourfelves 
difciples of Jefus, and fupporters of his caufe; and it will 
be expeéted, that in our defence of religious opinions, 
we fhall maintain (with the firmnefs neceflary to avow 
them) that fpirit of forbearance, mecknefs, and brotherly 
love, which the gofpel inculcates. Human infirmity, 
however, will ftill prevail; and too frequently the pen is 

dipped in the gall of reproach, or envy, when we pro- 

‘fefs only to ftand up for the liberty of afferting the fen. 

_timents we entertain, and the purity of the worfhip we 
_ pay to God our Saviour. 

Bhs A I hope, 


> 


ee ee 


Az 


Eyed 
‘Thope, I hall not here bring a verdi& againft mylelf ; 
for if I have been inadvertently betrayed into perfonal 
refle&tion;or. uncandid application; I firall, on ‘conyiétion, 
experience the’ fevereft regret. 

Mr. M. evidently fhews a confcioufnefs of fault at-. 
taching fomewhere, in the commencement and conduét- 
ing of this controverfy ; and he ftudioufly endeavours to 
exculpaté bimfelf, and to load bis opponent with all'the 
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| tHe fays, ‘he has been forced’ ‘into the controv walt abe 
hY rl me of making an illiberal, or rather an infidious 
.attack on my Padobaptift Krethrem;-—of confidering my- 


elf infulted by his vindicating. his fentiments;+and of 
+fo far refenting, it, as to have been influenced formally go 
tannounce, by a letter, my detenmination 'to break the 
tbonds of triendthip with him ;—he further infinuates my 
great affumption, in confidering myfelf as particularly 
rconcérne din the difpute with him j++he adds.a charge of 
writing with gréat irritability, which be maputes, topmy 
ybeing deteGed in attempting to unfetile the minds of the 
‘young and ferious members of other churches.* 
| As thefe things by|no means dfftéithe difpute on bap- 
tifm, I.am coiifcidus that an, apology is neceflary for 
staking she Jeaft novice ofthem, and I hope a fufficient 
.one'will be fotind in. my.-being encitely oo the defenfive. 
Thar Mr, M.!entered thefield-again & the Baptftsawith 
teluétance, 1 cannot admit for one ‘moment. In, the 
que lions, addrefled , to all that, love :truth) and! ,peace, 
there was nothipg) of. ‘a perfonal or Jogal inattire to ‘provoke 
Mr, M, te the combat; -he knew 1 bad diflribmedshese, 
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and I flill chink he fufpe@ed me to be their author, We 
were neighbours, and on terms of friendfhip; if Mr. 
M. had been ‘relu@ant to write, it is natural to fuppofe 
the would, by fome means or other, have fir given me 
an opportunity to-explain myfelf on the fubje&, But I 
‘had not auideaof his having feen the queftions, much 
defs of his writing an anfwer to them, till his pamphlet 
addreffed ‘To thofe who efteem the effence of religion, 
v&e.” was put into my hands. I never converfed, with 
‘but one perfon, who did not fuppofe me particularly at- 
‘tacked in that pamphlet, yet 1 thought it very improper 
to anfwer it, without firft apprizing Mr. M. of my in- 
tention ; to fee if his explanations would prevent the 
‘apparent neceflity for my taking fuch a ftep—This I did 
by the following letter: 

“J am forry the inclofed account fhould have been 
idetained fo long; you told me there was no immediate 
‘neceflity for it; and almoft every week fince Mrs. B’s 
return from W---s, I have been promifing myfelf:the 
spleafure of accompanying her, on a vifit to Mrs. M. 
‘when I purpofed to give you the inclofed. 

** Laft week Ifhould have had this pleafure, but «was 
(prevented by the appearance of a printed addrefs, “To 
sthofe who efteem the effence ot religion, &c.” in which, 
according tothe general opinion, I am particularly mo- 
ticed, and in the fame opinion you are the author, Of 
the former I have no. doubt—the latter 1 greatly fufpet : 
rand/as it is probable I may write an anfwer, xyou will 
-gteatly oblige me, by either removing or confirming) my 
fufpicion of your being the author. eo 

** Wifhing you an increafe of all bleflings, 

' “Tam, &c.” I did 
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* [did not conceive the poflibility of Mr. M’s confiru- 
ing this‘letter into a formal declaration of my determi- 
nation to break the bonds of friendfhip with him; nor do 
I believe Mr. M. himfelf, at the time of receiving it, had 
any fuch idea. ‘The Gentleman who delivered the letter 
waited, and wifhed for an aniwer; the only one he could 
obtain from Mr. M. was a verbal one—his compliments, 
and he fhould be gladito fee Mr. and Mrs. B. at any ime. 
1 know Mr. M. too well to fuppofe he would haye given 
fuch a reply to any perfon who had formally announced 
“arenunciation of his triendfhip.. My Friend folicited an 
anfwer to. the particular Ries of my. letter, but this 
Mr. M. declined.) 

[really thought I was: now well. treated, by my letter 
being unnoticed; but nothing could ¢xceed my aftonifh- 
‘ment at finding myfelb acctfed of) formally announcing 
-my determination to break the bonds of friendihip, when 
il omy did that, which L wifhed to have been done unto 
me. 

Could there be:am improper aflumption in my taking 

up the fubjeét ? In the’ public opinion I was attacked): 
{,apply to the Author, and beg it as a;favor, a great 
favor, to receive an explanation from: him: he refufes 
-méan anfwer. Candid Reader, had/I not a right? was 
I not obliged: to: confider witha as eainaley called 
“upon to reply ? 

But this: was by no means the ale with Mr. M. him- 
felf being judge, hefays, the hand-bill which I diftributed 
was “*juiftly confidered as:an open challenge to all Pedo- 
baptifts.t’’ Not to detaim my! Reader, by fhewing aah 
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well this agrees with the attack; being, as our Authot 
afferts, in the fame page, “illiberally and infidioufly 
made ;”’ an infidious open challenge to all Padobaptifts ! 
If it were to ALL: Pedobaptitts, furely the timid and rea 
luétant Mr. M. need not have confidered himfelf as par- 
ticularly called upon to enter the lifts, unlefs he confiders 
himfelf as the ‘‘ reprefentative”’ of all the Pedobaptifts in 
this kingdom. Some are of opinion that my ‘‘quondam 
friend’’ was glad of the opportunity, and that he made 
hafte, left fome one fhould feize the fuppofed gauntlet 
before him, 
' Why Mr. M. fhould reprefent me as efteeming it an 
unpardonable offence for any one to oppofe my fenti- 
ments, on this or any other fubje&, I am at a lofs to con- 
je€ture, and as he declares, “‘ he has not been aétuated by 
a principle of malevolence,’’+ I am incapable of afcertain- 
ing his motive for the perfonality and mifreprefentation, 
which he has introduced in both his pamphlets. His 
oppofing my fentiments, or praétice, with decency or 
argument, was not offenfive to me: it was to mifrepre- 
fentation and calumny I objeéted, as what I have not 
merited from any of my Chriflian brethren, and what I 
dare not return to them. 
» But Mr. M, does not content himfelf with perfonal 
cenfure, he attacks the whole denomination of Baptifts ; 
and furely he ‘wields his weapons with a mafterly hand,” 
when he affails the individual with infinuations, and re» 
ferves his affertions for the general body. 

He, in the moft unqualified manner, afferts, that ‘‘the 
generality of Baptifts infinuaté themfelves into the af- 
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fe&tions of Pdobaptift congtegations, and embrace every 
Opportunity of unfettling the minds. of the young and 
unguarded, on the fubje& of baptifm, by lending them 
books, and puzzling them with certain. queftions, &c.— 
But at the beft this is mere affértion without the thadow 
of proof. | Itever clear and dire& evidence be neceflary, 
I thould fuppofe it! would be, when the generality of the 
minifters and people of a denomination of @hriftians are 
aceufed and fcandalized; but Mr, M. ‘without proof of 
éeremony, and, I may add, without the leaf provocation, 
endeavours to caft {uch odium on a whole denomination 
of his'brethren, as would awaken fufpicion in every breaft 
refpeéting their motives; and would ‘banith theni from 
the fociery of all'their. fellow Chriftians. 
\ Does this 'befpeak @ perfon, whofe '“endeavours have 
been unremitting to throw déwa every wall of diftin&tion, 
and to unite all thofe who believe the effential truths of the 
Gofpel; in the endearing bonds of Chriftian fellowthip ?” 

It is true, the Baptifts, ftom a conviétion that their 
diftinguithing’ pratiéé is agreeable tothe {oripture, and 
authorizéd: both by the command, and example, of the 
head of the church, ate of proper otcafions réddy' to 
avow their fentiments, and to vindicate theif pradtice : 
afid ag ig natural to every denomination, they are plealed 
when-any of their fellow Chriftians, by the light of truth, 
are brought to white with thet.’ But that they generally 
employ infidious or ungenerous meais, to propayate/their 
fentiments, and to profelyte perfons to their party, isa 
moft unfounded ‘affertion and a dire violation 6f his 
law,’ who ‘hath faid, ‘Thou thalt not bear Malle wituels 
againft thy neighbour.” |. «4 

cot t Whilft 
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| Whilft I can by no means fubfcribe to the accuracy of 
the ftatement which Mr, M, has given of our churches,* 
I fubmit the following queftions to his confideration. 

Was there no other way to account for our churches 
being chiefly compofed of perfons who have belonged to 
other congregations? Is feduétion the only caufe? Are 
none volunteers? Can Mr, M. affign any reafon, either 
religious or philofophical, for the Baptifts being more 
ungenerous, infinuating and feducing, than thofe Chrif- 
tians who compofe his own denomination? Have not 
high-church men, many times, been guilty of imputing 
the fame unworthy motives, and difgraceful line of con- 
dué, to the fe&t whofe name Mr, M. wears, as he now 
imputes to the Baptifts? Does he appear in charaéter 
when following fuch examples? Do not the Baptift 
minifters bear as fair a charaéter, for truth, for candour, 
' . for franknefs, tor integrity and uprightnefs of conduét as 
‘Mr. M. himfelf? Has there been any thing faid by me, 
in this controverfy, to provoke him to become the ac- 
‘cufer of his Baptift brethren? My Opponent may deem 
thefe queftions too “puzzling” for him to reply to them, 
however the reader will find anfwers in his own judge-~ 
ment and obfervations, and with them_I fhall be fatisfied. 

. I now proceed to notice, what more particularly be- - 
¥ dongs to the difpute, Mr. M’s preliminary remarks on my 

_ defence of {cripture baptifm. 

| I moft chearfully fubfcribe to his 1f affertion—** Mif- 


th } 
__ -reprefentation is no proof of the ftrength of an argument.” + 


"which is by no means needful. My confcience fully ac- 
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quits me of wilfully incurring this charge. And I appeal 
to the judgment of the impartial reader, whether I have 
mifreprefented Mr. M’s plain and obvious meaning, in 
the inflance on which he grounds his accufation. His 
'firft pamphlet is addreffed to thofe who efteem the effence 
of religion more than the forms and ceremonies. In the 
pamphlet itfelf he afks, ‘ Can there be no peace between a 
Padobaptift and an Anabaptift? Is the mere right, the 
mode of baptifm, the quantity of the water of fuch con- 
fequence?” And he exclaims, “When will the time arrive 
when profefling Chriftians will more zealoufly contend 
for the vital power of godlinefs than for the mere form ?” 

My obfervations on this are, that Mr. M. reprefents 
the difpute on baptifm as only refpeéting a mere rite, 
form, and ceremony ;—that it is inconfiftent for him, in 
one place, to reprefent baptifm under the idea of a mere 
form, and in another, to fay God hath made it a prere- 
‘quifite to admiffion inco the kingdom of grace ;—that the 
gofpel is entirely abhorrent from enjoining fuch worfhip 
as may with any propriety be denominated a mere form ; 
and that however infant baptifm may juftly fall under this 
‘reprefentation, the baptifm of believers comes to us in- 
vefted with divine authority, and fraught with important 
and moft inftruétive truth, and is in the fulleft agreement 
‘with the evangelical nature and fpiritual worfhip of the 
go{pel difpenfation. 

In this Mr. M. accufes me of mifreprefentation, and 
afks, “Is it candid to endeavour to perfuade the reader 
that he confidered baptifm as a mere rite, a mere form 
‘arid ceremony ?”” What he confidered baptifm I never 
faid, but that in. both his pamphlets ‘he has reprefented 
ANP the 
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‘ the difpute on baptifm, and baptifm itfelf as a mere form, 
4 mere circumftantial, 1 ftill aver. 
_ To evade this, he fays, “every man of common fenfe: 
~ muft know that he applied the terms, a mere form, rite; 
. A Se. wholly and exclufively to the mode of adminiftration, 
"and not to the effence of baptifm;” but what the effence 
fe of baptifin is, we are left to conjeéture, 1 hope he-will 
j “write again, and inform us by what procefs he obtains the 
3 effence of baptifm without baptizing, and clearly point 
out the fpecific difference between baptifm and the mode 
of adminiftration. Until fuch time, 1 fhall confider them 
is ~ fo combined as to conftitute one and the fame +!) og, and 
~ that the Rev. Mr. M. has reprefented baptiim, yea the- 
_ wery effence of baptifin, as a mere circumftantial, a mere 
"rite, a mere form and ceremony! 
Ny end. Mr. M. appears very defirous to eftablifh his, af- 
) fertion, that ‘God has made baptifm a prerequifite to 
-admiffion i into the kingdom of grace;”§ and afks “Is it 
?” With all my feelings alive, I anfwer no. God 
forbid, * An intereft in God’s gracious difpenfations is 
folutely neceffary to the poffeffion and enjoyment of 
. Mie kingdom of ;his glory. In infinite goodnefs he hath 
taught me, and, with a grateful heart, I believe, that there 
is no prerequifite to admiffion to the kingdom of grace, 
) but that which he himfelf beftows and effe&ts.. ‘‘ Except 
_ #man be born again he cannot enter into the kingdom of 
_ God.” So far were thofe who firft adminiftered the ordi. 
. § Page ro. 


__»® What a dreadful afpect does Mr. M’s fentiment bear towards all who 
| die unbaptized ! But the Father of Mereies has not left a matter of fuch 
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sante of baptifm, from enjoining it as neceflary to ad- 
“miffion into the kingdom of grace, that they uniformly 
required evidence of this, in order to baptifm. “If thou 
believeft with all thine heart, thou mayelt"’ fays Philip to 
the Eunuch. And to the fame purpofe is the Apoftle 
Peter’: addrefs at the converfion of Cornelius and his 
friends, “Can any man forbid water that thefe fhould not 
be baptized which have received the Holy Spirit as well 
as we.”” “As many of you as have been baptized into 
Chrift, have put on Chrift,” was the language of -the 
Apoftle to the Galatians. But in how lax a fenle mutt 
the phrafe of putting on Chrift be interpreted, if applied 
to all that have been chriftened in England, or in Europe. 
Were none admitted to this ordinance, but thofe, who in 
a judgment of charity, had truly believed in Jefus, and 
had brought forth ‘fruits meet to thew the fincerity of 
their faith and ‘repentance, how much fuperior a fignifi- 
tation would this language admit. 

Judging it neceflary to require hopeful evidence of 
cordial faith; of the renewing of the Holy Spirit; of 
putting on Chrift, in order to admiffion to baptifm, and 
confequently admiffion into a particular church, (however 
reluftant Mr. M. may be to admit it) I lay claim to con- 
fiftency of condu@, though I refufe to baptize thofe who 
do not appear to be penitent believers, and expeét to meet 
all of that deftription in heaven, though many of them 
may miftake our Lord’s will refpe€ting this inftitution. 

Mr. M’s 3d remark on my Defence, &c. refpeéts the 
motto which I adopted from Tertullian, ** The feriptare 
forbids what it does not mention: which he fays is 
“highly objeétionable, an infult on common fenfe,” and 
4 fenti- 
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“a fentiment which ought to be the laft adopted by an 
4 Pepe needatiapei ty, whofe whole fyftem depends on analogt- 
| eal reafoning, and inferences drawn from Jeripture pre- 
5 mifes and Jeripture filence.”* This I at firft read with the 
_ the utmoft aftonifhment, but when I recolle@ed my Op- 
~ ponent’s “ingenuity” in producing the Jailor, Lydia, 
_ and Stephanas, as precedents for infant baptifm, I readily 
Conceived it right to expe& difplays of the fame genius 
_in this produétion, “ whofe whole /y/fem depends on ana- 
logical reafoning, &c.” Were fach an affertion worthy 
of notice, I would afk the reader—If there be a plainer 
faét in the New Teftament than that adults were baptized ? 
If there be any thing more evident than that a profeffion 
_ of faith was required in order to baptifm? But it would 


proper; he would perfuade the world that believers bap- 
ifm has no foundation in plain feripture fa&ts. He can 


‘we, who baptize believers only, are in the fame dilemma. 
_» Mr. M’s other objeétions to the propriety of my motto 
> deferve more particular attention. After moft minutely 
__ exainining both his affertions and comment, I am by no 
means prepared to fub{cribe to its being either “\ highly 
ie Be . 

_ | objeétionable,” or ‘‘an infult on common fenfe.” 

+ My pamphlet is on a difputable point in religion, and 
_ that not of moral obligation, but of ritual worfhip, on a 
_ pofitive inftitution: the motto expreffes nothing more or 
defy than the perfeRion of {cripture, and the all-fafficiency 
_ of the divine teftimony to decide the queftion, Its evi- 
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dent import is, the point in difpute, is taught only in the 
fcripture, where, we have all neceflary information on 
the fubje€t; every thing commanded by the word of God 
is worthy of our utmoft regard; but any ordinance of 
religion not enjoined there, is entirely prohibited. 

. And is fuch a fentiment fo “ highly objeétionable”’ toa 
Proteftant, and toa Proteftant Diffenter? Was it not 
on this: principle the reformation was founded? And 
muft not this be the bafis on which Mr. M. can, with 
any propriety, juftify his diflent from the eftablifhed 
Church? On what other principle can we poflibly op- 
pofe the inventions of men with the leaft profpeét of fuc- 
cefs? Though fuch a zealous advocate for infant bap- 
tifm, my Opponent does not approve of every thing 
praGtifed by all, who baptize babes. Should the next 
perfon who applies to him for the baptifm of his child, 
with for the introduétion of {ponfors, and the fign of the 
crofs, he would no doubt objeét; and though, for very 
obvious reafons, he might not adopt Tertullian’s words, 
yet the fentiment would neceffarily incorporate itfelf into 
the reafon he would aflign for his refufal., “*It is not 
mentioned in the fcripture; I have no authority from 
God’s word, therefore fuch a prattice would be un- 
lawful.” 

But Tertullian is not the only eminent perfon who 
gives his fuffrage for the perfeftion and fufficiency of 
fcripture to decide on all matters of Chriftian faith and 
praétice; he’ is joined by many of great eminence, for 
judgment, learning, and piety: As I confider this.to be 
of the greateft importance, not only in relation to’ bap-, 
tifm, but alfo to the whole, fyflem of the gofpel, I beg 
td, leave 
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leave to prefent the reader with the following very re- 
fpettable teftimonies to the entire fufficiency of {eripture 

clarations. Dr. Whitby fays, “In matters of do@rine, 
the argument is always good; we read of no fach doc. 
ines ip the {eriptures, therefore it neither is, nor can be, 
any article of faith, becaufe we have no other rule of 
ith befides the holy feriptures."+ Bifhop Burnett, on 
jacramental juftification, fays, ‘ Since this is no where 
mentioned in all the large difcourfes that are in the New 
Teltament concerning juftification, we have juft reafon 
- to rejeét it.”{ Dr. Owen, in his expofition of the epiftle 
_ to the Hebrews, expreffes himfelt thus: “ The Apottle 
_ argues negatively from the authority and perfeétion of 
he {cripture, in things relating to faith and the worfhip 
Sof God. It is no where Jaid in the fcripture to angels, 
/ &c. An argument then taken negatively from the au- 
thority of feripture, in matters of faith, or what relates 
‘0 the worfhip of God, is valid and effe€tual, and here 
-onfecrated for ever to the ufe of the Church by the 
_ Apottle.”§ Our refpeétable neighbour Dr. Hawker, in 
his Sermons on the Divinity of Chrift, fays, “I thall 
~ draw. no conclufions in favour of this do&rine but. from . 
fcripture; for on all difputable points in religion, this 
_ Certainly is the only unerring ftandard of our judgment 
_ from the pure and uncorrupted word of God, there can 
"be no danger of error or delufion, It is to this authority 
_ only I bend.*”? 
«> In Gale’s Reflections on Wall’s Hiftory of Infant Baptifm, page 237, 
; t Ibid. page 243, ca opighe 
be Ai § Vol. I, page 76, 77. « 
/ * Sermon I, page 15, 16. See alfo his Sermons on the Holy Spirit, 

f Sermon I, page 34. 

For 


For a contraft to thefe noble, and, in my heart’s efti- 
mation, moft juft and bleffed fentiments of attachment to 
the word’ of God, and of refpeé for its fufliciency and 
authority ; I need not apply to the rituals of Catholics, 
nor fearch the writings of Infidels. —My Rev. Opponent, 
my diflenting Brother, a writer in the Evangelical Ma- 
gazine, will too readily furnifh me with a moft ftriking 
contraft,—thus he expreffes himfelf, ‘I might go on to 
multiply cafes without number, in which, were we to 
confider the filence of feripture as a pofitive prohibition, 
we thould be in danger of will-worthip. More than one- 
half of our aéts of religious worthip, and of focial, and 
relative duties, would be abfolately forbidden: yea fome 
moft flagrant violations ot moral virtue, might be per, 
petrated, not only with impunity, but with the fanétion 
of the facred {criptures! !’’* 

The unferiptuyal, praétice of infant baptifin, has made 
its advocates fay many firange, and in my Opinion very 
unwarrantable things: in its defence ; but I believe few 
have exceeded my Opponent in the above , affertions, 
which imply fuch fevere refleétions both on the wifdom 
and goodnefs of God,—on his wildom, in giving us a 
revelation which fo very imperfeétly prefcribes our duty; 
and on his goodnefs, in that a fcrupulous attachment to 
his word, and an obfervance of its diétates only, may 
admit of the perpetration of fome: flagrant violations of 
moral virtue, not only with impunity, but alfo with the 
fandion ot his {criptures. Iwill do my Opponent the 
juttice to fay, that I‘by no means confider this as his 
fettled and general’ opinion, but merely as a facrifice to 
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hypothefis, as an ebullition of his party zeal, In his 
‘cooler moments he, undoubtedly, would with chearful, 
nels, fubfcribe to the Apottle’s declaration, that “all 
feripture is given by infpiration of God, and is profitable 
fo doétrine, for reproof, for correétion, for inftru€tion in 
“Fighteoufnefs: tTHaT THE: MAN oF Gop May BE 
PERFECT, THROUGHLY FURNISHED UNTO ALL 
OOD works.’ 
Mr. M. clofes his preliminary remarks by obfervations 
@ quotation from Dr. Owen, which I introduced in 
order to thew the abfurdity of founding claims to fpiritual 
eflings on the bafis of natural defcent. 
_. He endeavours to evade the force of this extra& by 
_faying, “it will very feebly {upport the caufe of adult 
" baptifin.”* The Baptifts are not accuftomed to recur to 
the Abrahamic covenant to fupport their praétice, their 
peal is uniformly to thofe paflages in the New Tefta- 
nt which, on all hands, are allowed to treat on the 
fubje& of baptifm; to the injunétion of the Saviour and 
he manner in which he was obeyed by his Apoftles, as 
ll as to the nature and genius of the gofpel difpen. 
on. The Doétor’s fentiments and reafoning were in- 
duced with a view to confront, and retute my Oppo- 
ent’s aflertions, that many and great f{piri'ual promifes 
ar e made to believers children, more than to others ; and 
that children by baptifm, are admitted to many and great 
privileges. Their force and juftnefs, on thefe points are 
¥ lully conceded by Mr. M. who fays, he “ cordially ac. 
knowledges that the children of parents, profefling their 
belicf in the doétrines of the golpel, who are baptized, 
‘t 2 Tim. iii, 26, 17. * Page 14, 
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” are not on account of the faith and piety of their parents, 
entitled’ to /piritual privileges, and faving grace. But 
he afferts, that the children of fuch parents, thus carly 
devoted to God, in the ordinance of baptifm, ARE BY 
i’ ADMITTED INTO AN EXTERNAL, AND VISIBLE 
COVENANT witH Gop.* But what this covenant is, 
or what it fecures, our Author does not fay, nor am lable 
to conjeéture; but I conceive it is of very little impor- 
tance, as he aflures us, its previleges are not /Jpiritual, and 
its grace is not faving. 

/.)Mr. M. having made thefe remarks, proceeds to offer 
his arguments in favour of infant baptifm, which he pro- 
felfes to found on the word of God, and on the pragtice 
of the Church fince'the days of Chrift and his Apoftles. 


First—He treats on the SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM: 
" “ Baptifm,” he fays, ‘*is not to be adminiftered to any 
that are out of the vifible church, until they profefs their 
faith in Chrift, and obedience unto him; But infants of 
fuch as are members of the vifible church are to be bap- 
tized.’+ On the firft part of this ftatement we are agreed : 
jt is to the fupport of the laft pofition Mr. M, direfts his 
arguments. " 
The ground he takes to prove that the infants of all 
profefling their faith in Chrift and obedience to him, 
ought to be baptized is thus ftated by himfelf; “ Infants of 
believers in every age and under every difpenfation, prior 
to that ot the golpel, were confidered in covenant with 
God, and members of the vifible church.” What he 
here intends by their being in covenant with God, and 
snembers of the vifible church, we may fairly learn from 
( w# page 13. 7) + Page 14. 
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_ the manner in which he clofes his arguments on this 
point, — Hence: it follows, fays Mr. M. that if the 
_ gofpel forbid children to {hare in the privileges of their 
_ believing parents, it is the only difpenfation that ever 
_ did, fince the creation of the world.’ ; 
So very important is this with him, that in’ his opinion 
“it is “on this ground the whole controverfy ftands.” All 
_refts here! What is not the command of the Saviour to 
_ weigh in this decifion? Nor the ptecedents for baptifm 


“covenants which God made with men prior to the gofpel 
difpenfation, and on the evidence to be deduced from 
them, that all the babes of believers are in covenant with 
their parents, and fharers in their privileges. Baptifm 
»Mr. M. fuppofes comes of courfe! I might infift on the 
aftinefs of this conclufion, by urging the neceflity of a 
‘command, or precedent, to authorize us to baptize in- 
fants even it they were proved to be in covenant, but I 
will again meet my Opponent on his favourite ground, 
and endeavour to prove, that there is no evidence of the 
children of pious parents being interefled, more than 
Others, in the covenant and privileges which are peculiar 
to believers; and that he on this point is not fo much 


ify prejudice. 
r. M, allows (p. 12) that the Jews, in pleading their 
natural defcent from Abraham, as a juft ground for their 
participation of faving and fpiritual privileges, were aw- 
fully miftaken—in page 19, he acknowledges that children 
a € not, on account of the faith and piety of their parents, 
be | § Page 24, 
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defending a gofpel truth, as an abfurdity founded on a 
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entitled to {piritual privileges and faving grace ; but are 
by baptifm admitted into an external and vifible cove- 
nant with God. In page 18, he fays, the covenant God 
made with Abraham, is that which, in a peculiar and 
highly emphatical manner, gracioufly includes the infant 
offspring of pious parents; and in the 1gth page, profefles 
his endeavour to prove that this Abrahamic covenant was 
the Chriftian or golpel covenant, that ¢vvenant under 
which we now arethe covenant of grace, unchangeable 
in its nature and privileges. 
- Having ‘attempted to illuftrate and enforce this, he 
fays, ‘‘ Now let any ferious candid reader refle& on thefe 
arguments, and Jet him judge of the truth and propriety 
of that declaration made by Mr. B. Therefore there is 
no evidence of the offspring of believers having any _pe- 
culiar relation to Abraham, or of their being more inte- 
refted in the promifes made to his feed than the children 
of others—-an abfurdity founded on Jewifh prejudice.” 
My words area conclufion from the obfervations which 
I had made on an extract from Dr. Owen. To judge of 
its truth and propriety, it will be neceflary for the reader 
to examine the reafoning on which it is founded. By 
the manner in which Mr. M. has referred to me, in this 
place, one would naiurally fuppofe that we both had 
agreed inall our premifes, and only differed in our con- 
clufion. isut waving this; 1 will in my turn, appeal to 
the impartial reader tor the juftnefs of my rk ag 
‘even from Mr. M's own premifes. 
» He tells us that baptized children of believers are not, 
‘on account of the faith and piety of their parents, enutled 
to {piritual privileges and iid grace, that they are by 
i : baptifm 
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_ baptifm admitted only into an external and vifible cove: 
' nant with God: But he fays, the Abrahamic covenant, 
which fo particularly, emphatically, and gracioully in- 
_ cludes the infant offspring of believers, was the covenant 
of grace, unchangeable in its nature and privileges; and 
 afferts its leading promife to be, “I will bea God unto 
| thee; he atks, with an air of triumph, ‘ What greater 
bleflings could God beftow 2” and he might have added, 
What privilege more fpiritual? What grace more faving? 
But, it the children of believers are not on account of 
_ their relation to their parents, entitled to {piritual privi- 
- leges and faving grace ; (and fuch is the affertion of my 
Opponent) And, if the covenant made with Abraham 
and his feed be the covenant of grace, conferring the 
moft exalted privileges, and fecuring them unalterably 
and eternally to their pofleffors, (and this is what his are 
guments go to prove) there is no evidence from Mr. M’s 
own affertions and arguments, that the offspring of bes 
lievers have any peculiar relation to Abraham, or that 
they are more interefted in the promifes made to his feed, 
than the children of others. 
' For Mr. M’s reafoning to have been conclufive, he 
fhould have proved the privileges which attach to the 
infant offspring of believers to be of the fame exalted 
nature, and immutable duration, as, he fays, thofe are, 
which are beftowed in the Abrahamic covenant; but this 
| he moft certainly could not intend ; for he fays to the 
younger branches of his church, “ Remember alfo, my 
_ young friends, that if you feel not the force of thefe 
_ obligations, if you obey not the voice of the Lord, which 
_ intreats you to enter into covenant with the God of your 
fathers, 
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fathers, and the God of your infancy, then be affured 
that your prefent privileges will aggravate your guilt, 
and enhance your condemnation.’”§ “ The peculiar pri- 
vileges of your covenant relation in the early part of life, 
will either enhance your joys, or add frefh horrors to 
your everlafling milery.”+ but the well-known ortho- 
doxy of my Opponent would not permit him to {peak 
thus of the covenant of grace; and this, he fays, was the 
covenant God made with Abraham, unchangeable in its 
nature and privileges. 

Diferimination has no place in Mr. M’s affertions and 
arguments on this topic—he makes no diftin&tion between 
the natural and fpiritual feed of / brabam—he does not 
{o much as attempt to draw a line between thofe promifes 
which refpeét his defcendants poffeffing the land of Ca- 
naan, and thofe which relate to all nations being bleffed 
in the Mefliah; yet, without thefe diftinétions, we Gen- 
tiles, could not juftly claim any relation to this celebrated 
Patriarch, or affure ourfelves of an intereft in any of the 
bleffings promifed to him and to his feed. 

Had my Opponent confined his views to believers 
themfelves as the feed of Abraham, and confidered the 
Patriarch under the charaéter of the father of the faithful, 
the flatement he has given of the covenant made with 
him would in general have been juft, and irs application 
highly proper. But the plan he has purfued 1s exaétly 
that of the Jews, who plead natural defcent as a ground 
and argument for their intereft in faving and {piritual 
privileges; which Dr. Owen fo ably proves, and Mr. M. 
himfelf, in more than one place, fo readily allows, to be 
AN AWFUL MISTAKE, 
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Whilft I am fully perfuaded, every unprejudiced per. 
~ fon will be convinced, that my Qpponent has not proved 
| any thing in favour ot infant baptifm, even on the ground 
_ on which he fays the whole controverfy ftands, I feel 
" concerned left what he has written fhould miflead the 
minds of any, refpeéting God’s gracious condu& towards 
men. 


He withes his reader to believe, that children have 
been fharers in the privileges of their believing parents, 
in all God’s difpenfations, fince the creation of the 
» world.+ 
) Such a fentiment appears to me dangerous, as it pro. 
_ pofes a falfe ground of confidence, and alfo entirely un. 
| fupported either by faéts, or fcripture do@trines, : 
(1.) The peculiar privileges of believers, in all genes 
Yations, have been the pardon of their fins, the juftifi. 
ation of their perfons, the fanétification of their hearts, 
fommunion with God as his children, and a title to 
eternal glory. Thefe are the privileges of all believers, 
4 and of none others; and they have been uniformly fo, in 
' all ages of the world, and under every difpenfation of rez 
4 ligion. Their circumftances in life, their talents, and 
_ ftations, as well as the appointments of providence re 
fpeéting them, have been extremely various; but their 
' privileges as believers, have been uniform and conftant, 
_ Now if it be a truth, that their children have ever 
_ been fharers of their privileges, it would be right and 
- fafe for them, at ail times, to claim their intereft in them; 
thus, “ Our parents through the mercy of God, and the 
_ mediation of his Son, are pardoned and jaftified, they are 
q — $ Page 24, 
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senewed in the {pirit of their minds, have communion 
with God as his dear children, and are entitled to his 
everlalting kingdom; and therefore we being tharers of 
our parents privileges, have a common intereft with them 
in all thefe bleflings.” But could any ferious Chriftian 
be fatisfied with bis child’s taking refuge infuch a fenti+ 
ment? Can there be au opinion more injurious ta per- 
fonal religion ?: An allertion of Mr. Henry’s applies here, 
with great juftoefs and force, “ Ic is the common fault and 
folly of thofe that have pious parentage and education, 
to truft to it, as if it would atone for the want of real 
holinefs,’’t ’ 

» (2%) Tt ie next 10 impoflible for any feniimenc to’ be 
more frequently or fully oppofed by evident faéts. To 
prove that the children of piousparents are not fharers in 
the privileges of believers, I might adduce Ham, Efau, 
Hophnj and Phineas, Amnon and Abfalom, and the fons 
of Jofiah: But we have all of us moft painful evidence, 
in our refpettive families and connefttions, that “faving 
benefits are not like common privileges, conveyed by 
entail to us, and our iflue ; nor can’a title to heaven be 
made by defcent; neither may we claim as heirs at ee 
by making out our pedigree.”* « 

-(g-) The declarations of fcripture are fo direftly op- 
pofed to this notion, that one cannot but wonder, that 
Mr. M. thould be fouinqualified in his affertions, and fo 
ftrenuous to fupport his hypothefis. Not to muluply the 
teftimonies of God's word, can any thing be more direétly 
in oppofition to my Opponent’s fentiment than the two 
following feriptures? “They are not all Ifrael which 

$ Expofit. on John viiixg3. | * Henry ut fupra. 
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» are of Ifrael, neither becaufe they are the feed of Abras, 
_ ham are they all childrefi.”+ ‘ But as many as received 
him, to them gave he power to become the fons of God, 
 €ven to them that believe on his name; which were born 
» not of blood, nor of the will of the flefh, nor of the will 
of man, but of God.’* 
' The New Teftament knows no man after the fleth. It 
_ exhibits the Sonjof God as head over all things to the 
_ church. The covenant it reveals is the covenant of grace; 
* : the benefits it beftows are faving benefits; the privileges 
_ it confers are {piritual privileges, It confiders relation 
to the Saviour only, as giving the Chriftian chara@er, 
_ and as the alone fource of all the bleflings of grace and 
_ glory. ‘There is neither Greek nor Jew, circumcifion 
_ nor uncircumcifion, Barbarian, Scythian, bond nor free: 
a but Chrift is all, and in all.”§ Our great concern is, firft 
4 "to prove our relation to the Lord Jefus, for nothing but 
_ this, evinces our union to the houfhold of faith, and our |‘ 
_ intereft in all its privileges and bleflings. 
. Having thewn that Mr. M, in ftating and vindicating 
his notion of all the: children of believers fharing in the 
a privileges of their parents, is inconfiftent with himfelf ‘im 
4 and in oppofition to the plaineit fa&ts, as well as to the \ { 
_ moft direé teftimony of God’s word, I might here fafely 
_ clofe my ftriétures on this part of his pamphlet; efpeci- eS 
ally, as he fays, the whole controverfy ftands on this \ 
| ground. Indeed he makes it the balis of all his argu~ , 
' ments, for though he ftiles his book, “ Infant Baptifm au- 
» thorized by Scripture,” he does not even pretend to thew 
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that it is any where exprelsly ihéntidned fh the Bible.* 
~ Tertullian’s maxim ‘fhould ‘have’ been reverfed for the 
thotio of Mr. M’s pamphlet. ‘Théiferipturé enjoins what’ 
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it does not mention; for this’ is’ what he efidéavours to 
prove, and what the Baprifts, whilft théy’entertain theit 
prefent fentiments of the perfection’ and ‘atithority ‘of 
God's Word, will never bé ablé to admit: 14s dia gabe ts 
“The quéftion which Mr. M. afks, with fo much’ pomp, 
“When it was, and fot What reafon, ‘ehildren were! ex- 
cluded from thé covénint ?} is quite nugatory, unlefs he 
KeOMetey viol aie La ia in 
could prove that all the children Of believers aré in’ 
1% Mr, M. is'fo put to it for a feripture precedent for infant baptifm, that 
the moft diftant hope of finding one in the Jailor’s houthold, leads him ‘to 
prefer it to the converfion of all his family. Tt is certain he had othier pri- 
oners in cuttody at that titite; if he Had ‘not “fons grown ‘up, it is next to 
certain that he mult have fefvants, to afi hrm in Jooking after his prifoners 
Teis'cértain Paul fpoke tht Word of the Lérd to all in his houfe ; but Mr, M, 
feems averfe to admit that any believed befides himfelf, Were it not for in- 
yeterate prejudice, it would furely have been a ‘more pleafing furmife, ‘that 
the yery felons were converted, thin that ‘the Jaifor’ Lert ‘the ‘company Sf 
tlie Apoftles, to kun UP AND DowN THE HOUS', ‘fejdicing that a new- 
Bort Vabe hiad Ween fprinkteds | ‘To ferve’a like turn,  Lydia,, whofe marriage 
was Hever recorded, mutt !be, fuppofed 'to have borne: children, and to have 
taken them inj their infancy obya trading, voyage acrofs the Avgzan fea, from 
Thyatica to Philippi, that “‘ the children ‘bf her houfe,” might be too young 
for conyeffion, and young erlough ‘fo form 'a pléa for iitint baptifin 5 though 
Luke ‘evidently fuggelts, 'tHat ‘the’ niémbers of her fatnily Were! old’ enough to 
He Hifeated by Pwul’s departure, tandtorbe “+ comforted’ by him, before the 
tople his leave. Whbever ‘takes natice ‘of, the frequent ufe of the term, children 
for adyltidefcendants, (Ezza ii. Neh. vii,) or turns to the word houthold, ift 
Hoon nee, and fees how feldom, as it is ufed in‘feripture; St can in. 
clade Tpeech els babes, ‘will Be’ aWate “how ‘little room’ there “is (forthe ineoins 
clufive ipfergnce Dr. Guyfe would draw from, the Syriac verfion, as ftated by 
Mr. M. page 35- t ‘ iy es i ak mon 
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q cluded, more than others, in the covenant of grace, “pt 
_ which the Son of God is the yery life, the fountain and 
 )canfe of all the bleflings contained in ib 5”? for this is the 
' only covenant we as Chriftians haye to do with, But 
this is the very pofition which he has fo, evidently failed 
» fo eftablith, ERO ie EO Mee 
A ses Where it proved from {cripture, that the offspring of 
__ believers are in covenant with their parents, we have yo 


| difpofition, and we certainly haye not the leaft intereft, 
BE #9 attempt their exclufion., We haye no prejudices againft 
_ 7a8ys We cannot be charged with partiality, In regard 
; to God and religion, we contemplate our own and neigli- 
) »dour’s child, with the fame views, i ; ea 4 
~~ oMr.M, forfakes his Jewith prejudices for a moment, 
| t@ join mejin the moft pleafing yiew of dying infancy.t 
_ | The abounding grace of the gofpel prevents even Mr. M. 
_ .from admitting of a privileged order amongft dying in- 
' fants. It is among the living he makes the inyidious 
_ diftinGion, I, will mot detain the eader by inquiring 
_ ‘into his confiftency, on this point; it may fuffice to ob- 
_ ,ferve, that God jn the! gofpel difpenfation has not aétcd 
sa refpeéter of perfons. The glad tidings were fent to 
all nations, without, diftin@ion of families, fexes, com- 
% plexions, languages or cuftoms; all are confidered under 
_ fin, and the grace of God is manifefted unto men of 


_ different channels, but uniyerfally and uniformly, in the 
| Mame way, “£0R THERE 19 NO DIFFERENCE.” * | 

‘In reply to my Opponent’s affertion, that it is unkind 
_ (and unwarfantable to deny children a right to baptifm,t 
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I obferve, that, in order to prove its unkindnefs, he 
fhould fhew us the benefits which children are made 
partakers of by baptifm. I readily confefs, it is beyond 


the power of my imagination to conceive of the kind of 


benefit, which a babe, who is not only incapable of faith, 
hope or charity, but even of confcioufnefs itfelf, can 
receive by an attendance on any part of divine worthip. 
Mr. M. allows that infants are not capable of anfwering 


all the ends of baptifm;* as agents, they cannot poflibly 


anfwer any end. Nor do I know of one privilege, en- 
joyed by the children of Padobaptilts, of which our 


‘children are not partakers, to an equal extent. 


If ever infant baptifm fhould lead a perfon to confider 
himfelf, as either made a member of Chrift, or as admit- 


ted by it into the covenant of grace, I can eafily perceive 
‘how it may be of vaft injury; and’ im my opinion, the 


children of Baptifts have great reafon for thankfulnefs, 


‘that no fuch temptation is laid in their way. 


As to our refufing to baptize children being unwar- 


‘rantable, if any thing from Mr. M. on this fubje& could 


excite furprife, it would be fuch an accufation as this, 


“made in fuch a manner. 


He fays, “It is doing that for which we have no au- 
thority, and appears to be little lefs than an affumption 
of the Divine prerogative.” + 

If it be reprefented as an infringement on the Divine 


‘pretogative, to with-hold a compliance with that which 


is, confeffedly, not exprefsly mentioned in the book of 
'God, what a moft unwarrantable affumption mutt it be to 
‘praétife and enforce that, as an obfervance of the Divine 


_ will, which Gad has no where prefcribed imhis word, 
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Bair] hope the reader will not deem me too fevere, im ad- 
drefling myfelf to my Opponent, in the language of him 
‘who beft knew the power of human prejudice—* Why 
_ beholdeft thou the mote that is in thy brother’s eye, but 
_ confidereft not the beam that isin thine own eye; or how 
__ ‘wilt thou fay to thy brother, let me pull: the mote out of 
_ ‘thine eye, and behold a beam is in thine own eye? Firft 
-‘eaft out the beant out of thine own eye, and then :fhalt 
‘thou fee clearly to caft out the mote out of thy brother’s 
y *eye.” tsa 
_ + Could Mr. M. prove our reje&tion of infant baptifm to 
_ - be unwarrantable, becaufe the duty is plainly preferibed 
_ “in the divine word, I hope and believe, we fhould im- 
_ ‘mediately be convinced, and chearfully bow to the au- 
__ ‘thority of the Head of the Church; The kind of proof 
_ ‘we require for infant’ baptifm, is that which we give for 
3 ithe baptifn of believers ; the moft evident fcripture fa@s 
sand teftimonies. And I appeal to the reader, if it would 
“not be moft unjuttifiable in us, to renounce a practice, 
_ fanétioned by the plaineft 'feripture precedents and com. 
mands, for that which is founded only in the reafonings, 
- conjeétures, and prejudices of men. 
 \ But Mre M, further fays, our not baptizing infants is 
_ unwarrantable, becaufe it is contrary to the cuftom of the 
_ church of Chrift in all ages.t } 
| Under this head he combats an affertion in my defence 
_ ‘of fcripture baptifm, that “There is no certain evidence 
_ whatever, that babes were baptized any where, or by any 
one, for the fpace'of Two HUNDRED YEARS after the 
‘birth of Jefus Chrift,” eo fr 
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As [with it to be fully underftood, that I by no means 
pay the fame deference to the opinions or practice of the 
‘Fathers, as: 1 do: to: the holy feriptures ; I will take the 
liberty to give my {enuments, on the comparative degree 
of refpeét due to the Fathers, inthe language of a judici- 
‘ous writer on an article of Chriftian faith,t only making 
‘fuch ‘alterations as are neceflary to the difference of per- 
forts ‘and fubje&ts. It is the unalterable doébrine of 
feripture, and not the divided and uncertain opinion et 
the firft Fathers, that is to be the guide of our praétice: 
cadmiteing ‘all that Mr, M, wifhes to have believed, that 
(the early Chriftians were not of our pinion in this matter, 
it does riot follow that) they were taught this fyftem by 
the ‘Apoftles; nay, if it appears (as 1 think cannot be 
‘doubted)! tliat the Apoftles themfelves required. a pro- 
-feflion of faith and repentance, of thofe whom they bap- 
tized, the) corruptions of the fucceeding ages of the 
lehurch are not of the fmalleft avail. Jt is at the beft, 
but leaving the dire& path of information, and going 
_afide into bye-ways in fearch of it, when we turn from 
the teftimony of {cripture:to enquire what were the fen- 

timents of the primitive Fathers. It may gratily our cuni- 
‘ofily, butsought to have no jnfluence wpon our faith or 
praftice.” Ory , ny ieioy vy 

I do not introduce this with the mof diflant view to 
fereen my affertion from the force of Mr. M’s attack, 1 
‘am Bill fully of opinion, that there is no certain evidence 
that/babes:were baptized, fot the {pace of TWO HUN - 
o®RED YEARS, afterthe birthvof Chrift.)) ¢ “ 

Mr. M’s objeétion to our pofitions being generally of 


+ Dr, Hawker on the Divinity bf Chrift, page 16, 17. 
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the negative kind, and the alteration he propofes ate traly 


_ One thould offer to oppofe our pradtice, by afferting, that 

the {cripture no where exprefsly mentions believer's bape 

_ tiff, and that there is no certain evidence of an adult 

_ being baptized for the {pace of two HUNDRED ¥oARY | 
| 


| Cuiriows. Were I a native of 4 neighbouring IMand, the 7 
_ blunder might be naturally adopted. ‘He would have me , 
fay, thofe feriptures give exprefs evidence againit infant | 
_ baptifin, which are entirely filent on the fubje@, | If any 
‘ | 


| AFTER THE BIRTH oF Curis, he would find us 
; teady to produce the mot certain and politive evidence 
- in fupport of our praétice. J a 
| + However fagacious” it may appear to Mr. M. I cat. 
_ hot conceive it poflible tor the writings of the Fathers, 
" any more than ‘the writings of the Apoffles, to prove or 
i authorize what they do 


_ cokcerning intants being baptized at all, as Turrettin 


; becaufe it cannot be ‘doubted, had it been in ufe, 
but the Fathers would have mentiohed it? vit 

) Tt thould feem ‘that Mr.-M. thinks otherwife, for in the 
evidence he has produced for his praétice, fromthe rwo 

FIRST CENTURIES, there is ‘not one. word fxid about 


and deceptive medium of conjeture, and fuffers his pre! i) 
judices, rather haa ‘his’ premifes, to: Iead him to his ; 


conclufion, 


eh 


He 
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He paffes by the. earlieft Fathers, fuch as Barnabas, 
Clemens Romanus, Ignatius, Polycarp, and Hermas, and 
reprefents,Juftin Martyr, who flourifhed about the year 
140, and Irenzus,| who {fuffered martyrdom in) the be- 
ginning of the third century, as.‘‘the immediate fucceffors 
of ‘the. Apoftles;”). and attempts to. produce) evidence 
from them. in favour,of infant, baptifm. 

Juftin Martyr, in the extraét, which ‘Mr. M. makes 
from his, Apology, is not {peaking of baptifm, but of 
fome Chriftians, who from their, youth or childhood, 
were converted to Chrift; juft as Timothy is faid to have 
known the holy fcriptures fiom a child. TIATS, which 
Mr..M. renders, infancy, is a term, for any youth under 
fixteen years of age, This is the word employed by 
Luke for the daughter. of Jaitus ;+ who we are informed, 
was about twelve years olds: |); « 

The word, 4x6rlww, has been, rendered ‘dsl inftruét, 
difciple, profelyte and convert; * but no-one ever, tran{- 
lated. it, baptize, yet, fuch a tranflation is, effential to Mr. 
M’s purpofe, Juftin fays nothing more than the Baptifts 
can fay with) great propricty,,of many, members of their 
churches, ‘* Many of fixty or, feventy years of age, were 
converted to Chrift from their youth or childhood.” 

At what a lofs muft that perfon be for evidence, who 
produces this as proof for the baptifm of babes!! One of 
the beft and moft candid writers on this fubje&t, with 
great juftice afks, ‘What man in his fenfes, will, from 
hence, conclude, that infants in Juftin’s time| were bap- 
tized?” 

§ Page! 40. + Luke viii. 54. 
* See Dr, Campbell’s Notes on Matt, xxviii, 19, 20+ 
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. My Opponent has utterly failed to produce even the 
| Sppearence of fuppore from. Juftin Martyr. Nor is he 
4 more fuccefsful in the extra@ he makes from Irenzus, _ 
_ » He fays, “if Irenzeus be found to {peak of the baptifm 
of infants, it may be prefumed that it was the praétice of 
_ the Apoftolic Church,” + That he does, our Author fays, 
will appear evident from his own words, whofe words Mr. 
| M. tranflates thus, “He (ive, Chrift) came.to fave all per- 
| fons by himfelf; all, I fay, who by him are regenerated 
Minto God, infants and little ones, and young men, and aged 
q perfons.” On this extra& and the manner in which it is 
a introduced, I obferve, (1) that if Irenzeus had exprelsly 
| mentioned intant baptifm, and there were no other fuch 
"| \evidence of fo early a date in its fapport, it would be 
| great prefumption to conclude that it muft, on this ace 
 sount, have been the practice of the Apoftles, If we 
| give him fuch credit in this particular, he would poffefs 
an equal claim in every other, But Mr. Henry fays, 
Areneus with this paffage (John viii, 57.) fupports the 
tradition which he faith he had from fome that had con- 
verfed with St. John, that our SAVIOUR LivED To 
‘BE FIFTY. YEARS OLD, which he contends for; fee 
(adds Mr. Henry), what little credit is to be given to 


tradition,” (2) Irenaeus in this paflage (fuppofing it to 
‘be his) is not {peaking of baptifm, but of the new birth, 
of the renewal and fanétification of our nawire, Mr. M. 
days, the phrafe regenerated unto God is conftantly ufed 
by the writers of that age for baptifm; of what age? It 
us readily granted that feveral writers of the third, and 
fourth century frequently yfed the phrafe regenerated 
“Rage 49. § Bupofit, on Jokn viii, 57, 

E unto 
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‘unto God for baptifm, but this, according to Mr. M. 
‘was an abfurdity ;+ and he muft know, that they did not 
ufe it for baptifm only: The writers of the New Tefta- 
ment never employ the phrafe thus, nor are learned Bap- 
tifts fo ready to allow, that the writers of the two firft 
‘centuries confidered baptifm and regeneration as fynoni- 
‘mous terms.* The writers of thofe ages fpeak of baptifm 
‘as a fervice, to be performed by regenerate perfons, as 
“the fymbol or reprefentation of regeneration.” 

But even in this ufe of the term, the paflage before us 

‘can have no reference to baptifm, it {peaks of thofe who, 
by Chrift are’ regenerated unto God; i, e. according to 
‘Mr. M. who, by Chrift are baptized unto God; but we 
are aflured by the higheft authority, that “‘Jefus himfelf 
baptized not.” 
"Let the paflage’ be viewed in its natural and evident 
‘fignification, and the Baptifts can have no obje€tion to it: 
“ Chrift came to fave all perfons by himfelf; all, I fay, 
‘who by him (i.e, by his fpirie and grace) are regenerated 
‘unto God, infants, and little ones, and Mea: men and 
aged perfons.”’ 

As Tertullian flourifhed and wrote in the beginning 
‘of the third century, the above are the only teftimonies 
’ ‘adduced by Mr. M. as fufficient to overthrow my affer- 
tion, that “that there is no evidence whatever that babes 
were baptized, any where, or by any one, for the {pace 
of TWO HUNDRED YEARS after the birth of Jefus 
Chrift.” 

It is with great pleafure I fubmit my affertiom and Mr, 

+ Addrefs page 5. ' 


* See Dr, Gill’s Infant oe an Innovation, page 15. 
M’s tefti- 
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| M's teflimonies to the decifion of the impartial reader, 

as I do not expeé or defire, on any difputable point, to 
fland on fafer ground, or to be lefs affailed by my Oppo- 
nent. Mh 
Mr. M. conteffes that teftimonies for infant baptifm 
are neither ample nor repeated, immediately after the 
Apottolic age.t He might have added nor evident, nor 
decifive; but he confoles himfelf, and encourages. his 
reader by, obferving, that as foon as error began to fhew 
its head, the teftimonies for infant baptifm, are more fre- 
_ quent, and more exprefs.t. Very truae—I do not know a 
 Baptift that would difpute this pofition for a moment? 
with perfe& unanimity we believe infant baptifm to be 
_ the offspring of error, confequently are by no means fur- 
_ prized to find .the greatelt evidence for that, where this 
Prevails. Accuftomed to {earch for the rule of my duty, 
| as well as for the articles of my faith, in the {criptures of 
truth, which fo evidently fupport the pra@tice I am de- 
fending, I leave Mr. M, in full and unenvied pofleffion 
of all the fupport he can find for his praétice, in the dark 
regions of error. As early, as ample, and decifive evi. 
_ dence may be brought ftom the Fathers for infant com- 
~ munion alfo, nor do I know an argument for the one, 
which would not go as far in favour of the other, § 

t Page 41- + Page 42. 

§ It is worthy of notice, that in the extra&ts which Mr. M. has given from 
the Fathers, in fayour of infant baptifm, there is no reference made to the 
holy feriptures: they {peak of infant baptifm as “the ufage of the church,— 
as a tradition from the Apoftles,’’---to be adminiftered, becaufe babes “de. 
ferve our help, and the divine mercy, but not one appeal do they make to 


the word of God!” Is it not on the very fame ground the Catholics endeae 
‘your to vindicate and {upport moft of their fuperttitions ? 
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| The manner‘in which Mr. M. has introduced the Ge. 
‘man Baptifts, certainly claims my attention; “As'Mr. B. 
has fet the example, he cannot be offended at my tracing 
up the origin of the Anabaptifts to the {e&, which made 
‘its appearance in the fixteenth century.” * 
What example had I fet? Surely no'example of de- 
‘gradation. I might perhaps among ‘the various feéts, and 
many crimes of Pedobaptifts have found caufe for accu- 
fation, and have taken an opportunity to hold them up to 
hatred and contempt. But I declare, in the fear of God, 
‘that nothing can be more abhorrent from me. If 1 could 
have ftrengthened my argument to a great degree by 
fuch 4 procedure, it would have been much more:than 
balanced by the wound I fhould have given my feelings. 
‘However, if all who have (received what is commonly 
walled Chriftian baptifn, in their infancy, are BAPTIZED 
‘tN'TO ONE BODY, Mr. M. muft-be near a kin to:more 
mad men, and bad’ men, than ever could have, been 
‘crouded within the walls of Munfter. 

* Declaring it to be far from me to accuie my Cipplipétee 
‘of difhoneft intentions, 1 conviét him of wrongly ftating 
‘an hiftorical ta&; he had faid, “thar Menno was the firit 
perfon that oppofed infanv baptifm, and that we cannot 
boaft of our practice fearcely 300 years.” In profeffedly 
following my example, he does! not fo much as attempt 
fo detett a fimilar error in amy pamphlet, or indeed )to 
point out any miftake. ‘He pretends to fellow my ex- 
ample, in, tracing up the origin of the Baptitts to the Fa- 
natics of, the 16th, century... In feyeral, places. Mr. M. 


will: fearcely allow me common: fenfey; and had J I really 
ee *# Page 46. ELA ES asihaly we pu | 
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D 'pivcncbinifuch'an example as this, he might)jultly have 
denied my claim, not only to common fenfe, but dlfo te 
- “common honefty. Pht tail 
| © Charity icfelf will not admit of my fuppofing that’ Mn 
pM. inttoduced) this, but with a view: to degrade his Op. 
ponents. The apologies he makes, both at the: intto- 
) ‘duétion and/elofe of the extra from Mofheim, plainly 
a ‘befpeak what he felt. Candor, and refpe, never need 
| an apology or caution, HSK ND 
- ) This quotation, by no means proves the Baptifts to 
| derive their origin from the fource to which Mr..M. 
|. would trace it if we were difpofed to. pride ourfelves 
‘on our own antiquity, he Would highly gratify us by pub. 
| tithing to the world a teftimony to it of fo great authority 
' 'as: Mofheim’s, which fays, “THE TRUE ORIGIN! oF 
| (THE SECT OF THE ANABAPTISTS, IS HID IN THE 
| “REMOTEST DEPTHS OF ANTIQUITY, AND 18, OF 
_ CONSEQUENCE, EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TO BE 
| JASCERTAINED.” | it 
_ | “However, to exhibit the high antiquity of the Baptitts 
| does ‘hot appear to be the defign of my Opponent, but 
rather to tell how wicked and ridiculous fome of them 
MN have been. 
ty Min, M, ought to, have known and acknowledged, that 
_ ake difturbances in Germany originated in a queftion of 
| government, not of baptifm; that great numbers of Pedo- 
_ baptifts were involved, both in the crimes and fufferings ; 
_ that though the whole body. of Baptifts fo largely fhared 
_ an the fufferings, great numbers of them were not impli- 
| cated in the ‘crimes... ; ; sR va dh 
da perufing Motheim op this fubje@, if fenfibility and 
Git candor 
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candor had predominated, Mr. M. would certainly have 
added other extraés from this celebrated Author, who 
fays, “Certain it is that they (t, e. the Anabaptifts) were 
treated with feverity ; but it is much to be lamented that 
foi little diftin@tion was made between the members of this 
fe&t, when the fword of juftice was unfheathed againit 
them. Why where the innocent and the guilty involved 
in the fame fate? Why were doétrines purely theological, 
or, at worft, fanatical, punifhed with the fame rigour,that 
‘was {hewn to crimes inconfiftent with the peace and) wel- 
fare of civil fociety ?. Thofe who had no other marks of 
peculiarity than their adminiftering bapti{m to adult, per- 
fons only, and their excluding the unrighteous from the 
external communion of'the church, ought undoubtedly 
to have met with milder treatment than what was given 
to'thofe feditious, incendiaries, who were for unhinging 
all government, and deftroying all civil authority., Many 
fuffered for errors they had embraced with the moft up- 
right intentions, feduced by the eloquence and fervor of 
their doétors, and: perfuading themfelyes that they were 
contributing to the advancement of true religion,’’* , 
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Secondly—Mr. M. in’ giving’ his’ fentiments on the 
MODE in which baptifm could be adminiftered, treats the 
fubjeét, as though all Paedobaptifts were united with him, 
and the Baptifts were the only advocates: for immerfion, 
as effential to feripture baptifm, ©) | | 

- Not to mentiort the many learned men who have given 
their fuffrages tor immerfion, amongit the: Catholics, and 


Li XU GC a reclese Hide Vol, EVE page 138, 1390 , 
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_ the different {eQs of Proteftants,—Mr. M, fhould Have 
" remembered, and it’ would have been ingenuous in him 
» to have acknowledged, that the Greek Church, which 
_ contains nearly one half of the profeffed Chriftians in the 
_ whole world, is decidedly in favour of immerfion, as cons 
- ftituting the effence of Chriftian baptifm, which has been 
| their uniform pra@ice, from the firft eftablifhment of 
f Chriftianity, down to the prefent day. ' 
_. Is it not then, extremely unfair in my Opponent, to 
_ follow an haughty and infolent writer, by reprefenting 
/ ammerfion as our particular mode, and, as the badge of 
) the Baptift party ?§ As the advocates for the baptifm of 
| believers only, we readily allow ourfelves to be in the 
i minority, and to ftand alone; but, as the reje&ers’ of 
4 fprinkling, as an innovation on the law of Chrift, we are 
_ joined by multitudes of Pedobaptifts, and fhould not be 
'_ Felu€tant even to count numbers with our Opponents, 
However, as I only wifh to know, and to practice the 
truth in this particular, Mr. M’s unfairnefs fhall not pres 
vent me from examining his arguments. Whilft he ap- 

_ pears as much as ever difpofed to hold up immerfion to 
_ the contempt of his reader, and to make it the fport of 
_ the unchafte and profane,* fuch is the evidence in its 
q favour, that he himfelf is obliged to acknowledge it to be 
: right, to be valid and fcriptural. He fays, rs that we 
a contend for is, that the word does not fignify to DIP 

_ ONLY, by a total immerfion; and we affirm) that the 
_ facrament of baptifm is-as valid and i he ad- 
_ miniftered by fprinkling or pouring water upon the {ub- 
_ je&, as by plunging the body wholly under water,” + 
: § Page 50, * Page 67, 68, + Page so, 
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oo Mn'M./allows that immerfion is valid and f{eriptural 
baptifma; he does not deny that the original word in 
(Greek authors, fch as Homer, &c. ** fignifies to dip or 
plunge.” What he contends tor is, that his pragtice, 
phy is {prinkling, is equally valid and {eriptural. 

Ta prove this, lie proteffes af, to “examine the true 
‘gv of the original terms.” Thefe are his words, 
“The word ufed by our Lord, ‘when he gave the com- 
aaiffion to his Difciples, after his refurreétion, is Rawlfu. 
‘This is a diminutive derived from Gale. | And Lexico- 
igraphers agree ih faying, that the primitive idea of this 
word is to wath. :This is done, fometimes by dipping, 
fometimesiby pouring water, and derirein i fprink. 
va «acpi PRUE UR 

, Our Author fays, but he by) no means proves, that 
ddesimipoanbbet agree) in faying, that the primitive idea 
of fazlu is to wathy ‘The only: authority of this kind, 
which he prodices,is from Leigh’s, Critica Sacra, and 
even this does not, fupport his affertion. This Critic fays, 
“the word baptize is derived from daalw tingo,| to‘dip or 
plunge imvo the water, and fignifieth primarily fuch a 
kind of wathing as ds ufed in Bucks; where linen is 
lunged and: dipt.””. And he evidently gives: it, asvits 
aa more lax fenfe, whenvhe fays, “yet it is 
(© There-are certain’ ftepping ftones’ ufed in this controverfy to a. too 
wide a tranfition from apoftolic pragtice, to madem cuttom, $0 Baste 
it-is {id Ggnifies immerfe, pour, or fprinkle. Not one ina thoufand of our 


uring any more than immerfion, but it ferves as a megn tp 
connett i immerfion and Sprigkting, So as to the fubjeAe, believers apd their 
children are ¢ pia for whom bap is claimed, but e infants ‘whofe 
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taken more largely for any’ kind of wafhing, rinfing, or 
cleanfing, even where there is no dipping at all.” That 
he confidered dipping, and not wathing, as the “ primi- 
tive idea” of the word baptize, I think is beyond a doubt, 
from what he fays under the word “* Basrloyces, intingor, 
Rev. xix. 13, > It is taken from the Dyers vatt, and is a 
_ dying, or giving a freth colour, and Nov a bare wathing 
_ only: whence cometh baptifm.” 

Leigh agrees with every Lexicograper that I know of, 
in giving dipping or immerfion as the primary meaning 
of fanlw and Bawlitw—wathing, uniformly, (when it is 
given at all) is given, as a fecondary and confequential 
meaning. Wathing is the natural refult of dipping ; but 
Mr. M. in violation of nature and reafon, would make 
dipping the confequence of wathing! + 

As my Opponent has afferted that “* Lexicographers 
agree in faying, that the primitive idea of the word Gan'w 
is to wath;” and “that I have ventured to place my 
Opinion, in oppofition to the decifion of all the learned, 
of ancient and modern times, by afferting, that dipping 
is commanded in all thofe places in the New Teitament, 
where baptifm is enjoined :* It becomes neceflary, in 
{upport of matter of faét, and alfo in vindication of my- 
felf, to fate (1) what Lexicographers fay of the primitive 


» meaning of Ganlw, in their own words; and (2) to give 


_ the united teftimony of learned men, refpeéting what was 
enjoined by Chrift, when he gave the commiflion to bap- 
tize; and the manner in which he was obeyed by his 
| Apoftles, 
| , (2) The meaning of the word is thus given: farlw, 
+ Page 51, 52, * Page 54, 
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nergo, immergo; (2) tingo, intingo ; (3) lave; Hederi¢i 
‘Lexicon. Bazlw, intingo, mergo, lavo; Scrivelit Lexicon. 
Bar, mergo, immergo. Bazlifu, ‘mergo feu immergo ; 

Scapula, Barly fignificat mergo, tingo. “A propria verbi 
Barty fignificatione, Bawlova vel Garliouss notat proprie 
immerfionem, intin@tionem ; Joh. Cafpari bine ia The- 
faurus Ecclefiafticus. 

Thefe Lexicographers agree in oppofing Mr.’ M’s af- 

fertion, ' in a manner the moft dire&, that can well be 
‘conceived of: their hited and moft clear evidence is, 
‘that the primary and native meaning ‘of Baru, is to im- 
merfe, to dip, to plunge, to dye; and lavo, to wath, ‘is 
‘only given by two of them, and they place it at the third 
Yemove. : 
__ 1 may here, with great juftice, retort my Opjisieait 5 
farcafmrs: upon himfelf : * The primitive idea of Parl, is 
‘undoubtedly to wath, becaufe he fays it is !!—Great 
fnodefly, and folid reafoning! + ‘And he venturés to 
place his opinion in oppofition to the decifion’of the moft 
Jearned of an¢ient and modern times; and With a mafterly 
ftroke, clofes at once all poflibility of further difpute, by 
afférting, that the primitive 1 idea ‘Of Bane fu not to dip, 
but to. wafh.”"* 

That this farcatic language of my Opponent dbptiay to 
himfelf, will further | appear, by adducing the evidence 
‘of learned men, when writing, exprefsly on ey yn 
‘of baptifm. 

‘Mr. M. finds fault with the manner in vd Tihave 

dhored Calvin and Beza, as giving their fuffrages in ‘fa 

Vour’ of immer fion.{ ‘He had afked, “ con is the 
t See his Addrefy, page Py * Page: $e.  $ Page 52. 
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- command for dipping?” I anfwer,) In, all thofe: plaees 
in the New Teftament where baptifm jis enjoined.” . In 
 fupport of this, 1 produce Calvin, , who ,afferts,. that 
The word baptize fignifies to immerfe; and, the rite of 
immerfion was ufed by. the ancient Church, And Beza, 
_ who fays, “ Chrift commanded_us to be baptized ;, by 
which word 1m Is)CERTAIN IMMERSION 1S S$IGNI- 
| Pleo.” Mr..M, allowing my, extra&s to be correét, 
_ vand_ fully to the purpofe for which they, were made, en- 
_ .deayaurs to counteraét their force, by thewing, that thefe 
' writers alfo gave opinions, which favour his pra&tice-— 
| But what do the extras Mr. M. has given from Calvin 
| .and, Beza’ prove? In my opinion, nothing more, than 
' ithat thefe great men, were very, inconfiftent on the fubjeét 
of bapti{m, ‘ied ae 
x Let it be obferved, that, as the quotations I have made 
_ from thele authors, are their affertions refpe&ting matter 
«of faét, and. the, original inftitution of the ordinance; 
jwhilft thofe which Mr. M. has given, vare merely their 
opinions refpe&ting the, manner in which this inftitution 
"may. be,obferyeds, the latter, in reafon and juftice, ought 
tobe in full agreement with, and the natural confequence 
| of the former. But every reader muft perceive the most 
entire want of confiftency, when he fees their Opinions as 
given by Mr. M, placed, as the natural refult of their 
#@flertions. . Thus Calvin, “ The word baptize fignifies to 
immerfe; and the site of immerfion was ufed by the 
- yancient Church,” Therefore, ‘‘ Whether the perfon bap- 
_ Aized be wholly plunged, and that once or thrice, ox 
whether he be only, fprinkled with: water poured upon 
him, AS OF VERY, LITTLE IMPORTANCE ; but in this, 
ins Fa churches 
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churches ought to be left at liberty to-aét, according to 
‘the difference of ‘countries.” Beza fays, Chrift com- 
manded us to be baptized; by which word 17 18° CER- 
TAIN IMMERSION I8 SIGNIFIED, * Therefore, “They 
‘are not improperly Lh ania who aré fprinkled with 
‘water only caft on them.” 

As the appointment and command of the Saviour; and 
‘not the fentiments of uninfpired men, fhould be the rule 
‘of our conduét in divine worthip; the above opinions m 
“favour of fprinkling can have but little claim on our re- 
‘gards. If it be true, thatthe word baptize fignifies to 

fimmerfe'; and chat the: rite of immerfion was ufed by the 
‘ancient Church: And, if it is certain, that Chrift, when 
‘he commanded us to be baptized, by that word fignified 
immerfion,— What authority on earth can juftify a man 
in’ faying, that ic is df little i importance whether we are 
‘immerfed or fprinkled’; and, that they are not improperly 
‘baptized who are fprinkled with water only caft on them? 
‘It Mr. M. had done’any thing to his purpofe, he thould 
nave avad? the’ pofitions which I had quoted to be 
wrong; but this he has not attempted: And ‘they fill 
“appear in full ‘evidence againft him, who afferts, that 
“walhing and not dipping is ‘the primitive ‘idea of Baw, 

“and that’ pouring and fprinkling are valid baptifm,. | 9+? 

The only difficulty’ F find, in'vindicating myfelf from 
‘the charge, of placing’ my opinion, in oppofition to the 
‘décifion oe all the learned, of ancient and modern’ times, 
by faying, dipping is Commanded) in all’ thofe places: in 

‘the New Teftament, where baptifin. isi enjoined, is, in 
the’ féle@idn ‘of évidericey” It is not only my opinion, 
‘but thy ‘that, of all the! ice “yh and Mr. Mj allows, 


tpip ww that 
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that we have men amongtt us, “ whofe piety and learn- 
ing demand the affeétion afd reverence of the age.’ It 
has been the conftant opinion of the Greek Church; and 
will my Opponent fay, there have’ been no learned men 
in that irge community of Chriftians? Is ita faét, that 
ALL the learned have ranked with the advocates for 
{prinkling ? Will not any of them countenance my 
‘Opinion? The late, and unqueftionably, very learned 
‘and impartial Dr. Campbell will decide— Thefe are his 
words: “The word Pagh%iv, both in facred authors, and 
in claffieal, fignifies, to dip, to plunge, to immerfe; and 
was rendered by Tertullian, the oldeft of the La. fathers, 
tingere, the term ufed: for dying cloth, which was by 
immerfion, It is ALWAYS. confttued fuitably to this 
meaning "§ This is by no means an accidental con- 
‘ceffion of this learned Author, but his uniform fentiment. 
Immerfio, & tinétio, he fays, anfwer exa&tly to the word 
adlcux; and, in his opinion, immerfion is a better 
‘Englifh name than baptifm, for this ordinance ; it being 
to us, more expreflive, of the aétion to be performed.* 

Mr. Daniel Rogers, another learned Pedobaptift, ex. 
prefles himfelf to the full as clearly, and in language 
equally flrong and decifive: “None, of old, (he fays) 
were wont to be {prinkled ; and I confefs myfelf uncon. 
vinced, by demonftration of {cripture, for infants’ fprink- 
ling. It ought to be the Church’s part to cleave to the 
inftitution, which is dipping ; and he betrays the Church; 
ile + Page 48, OE. ali 4 

§ Notes upon Matthew, annexed to his ‘Tranflation of the Four Gofpels, * 

tig Vol. II, page 360, | De 


® See his Preliminary Differtations to the fame work, Vol, I. p. 354) 355. 
FFT whofe 
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whole officer, he is, to a diforderly error, if he cleave not 
to the inftitution, which is to dip, That the minifter js 
to dipjin water, as the meeteft aét, the word Garli%w notes 
ite), For the Greeks wanted not other words to expre{s 
any other aé belides dipping, if the inftiution could bear 
it» ,What refemblance of the burial or the refurre&tion 
of Chrift.is in {prinkling? All antiquity: and. {eripture 
confirm that way... To dip, therefore, is exceeding ma- 
terial to the ordinance; which was the ulage of old, with- 
{put exception of countries, hot, or cold.”’* 
| Without fammoning further evidence, I leave the im- 
partial reader to decide on the primary meaning of fanly; 
and,on the juftice, and candour, of the charge exhibited 
againit me by my Opponent, , i 
., 2nd, Mz, M, profeffes to examine the propriety of cons 
fining the word baptifm, to the a& of immerfion, in thole 
places where it is ufed in facred {criptures,t 
«Tt appears evidently to me, that every perfon or thing, 
faid tobe baptized in the {criptures, is to be underftood, 
to: be immerfed, covered or overwhelmed ;—When the 
term is ufed abfolutely and direétly, the immerfion is 
performed by dipping; and even when it is ufed figura- 
tively and allufively, the: idea of being covered or over- 
whelmed, is ftill preferyed. ; 
_, I hhall only attend, to thofe {criptures, which Mr, M. 
himlelf has|feleéted; And I feel no. hefitation, in afking 
the reader; whether the word fprinkling, or immerfion, 
agrees beft, with the fenfe and, dignity of the following 
pallages ? gilt Yo noleher vd ald ; Hoge | : 
In Booth’s Biedo. Exam, Vol. J. 56, 57. 

TEER E HG ol MOV iow ein sede Regs wetel jc ih 0! VAY eld de & 
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Matt. ili. 11. I indeed Griokle you in water; but he 


that cometh after me fhall pe you in the Holy Ghott, 


and in fire. At the period when this predi€ion was ful- 
filled, ‘the facred Hiftorian informs us, that “fuddenly 
there came a found from heaven, ‘a8 of a rufhing mighty 


‘wind, and it filled all the houfe where they were fitting." 


Chap. xx. 22, 23. Are ye able to be Phany ‘with ‘the 


immerfion ,)_ immerfed 3) j Beef Be 
fprinkling that I am fprinklea With? Ye thal indeed be 


immerfed _ . immerfion 
fptinklea With the {prinkling 


Campbell tranflates this paflage thus; “Can ye undergo 
an immerfion like that which I muft undergo ?—Ye fhall 
indeed undergo an immerfion like that which I muft un- 
dergo.” And which did the fufferings of our Saviour 
mott refemble, an immerfion, or fprinkling ?” , 

The above learned Author gives us this tranflation of 
Mark vii. 3, 4. “The Pharifees—eat not until they 
have wathed their hands by pouring a little water upon 
them; and if they come from the market, by dipping 
them.” In his note on the paflage, he obferves, that 
“the two verbs, rendered wath in the Englifh tranflation, 
are different in the original, The firft is wera, pro- 
perly tranflated wath; the fecond is Gamnowila:, which 
limits as to a particular mode of wathing; for Pamliw de- 
notes to plunge, to dip.”’* M 

Luke vii. 29, And all the people that heard him, and 


the Publicans, juflified God; being @PSi) with, the 
immerfion of Joh ni ; 


fprinkling : 
bi & Ads ii, 2, * Vol Ie peaz7. 


that Iam meres with. Dr, 
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Aas xiii, 24+ When John had firft preached before 


Bs coming the immerfion of repentance. 
s 8 {prinkling P 


“Chap. xvi. 33. And he took them the fame hour of 


J ‘ . 4, 
the night, and wathed their ftripes, and was Homi 


he and all his ftraightway. 

‘In Dan. y, 21. and Rev. xix. 13. the ei baptize, is 
undoubtedly »ufed figuratively, or allufively, and with 
Sreat propriety ; If a body had been ih it could not 
have been more wet than Nebuchadnezzar’s was with 


dew: If his garment who fat upon the horfe had been 


dyed in zi 
fprinkled with Dlood, ‘it could not have put on a more 


bloody appearance.” 

1 Cor. x. 1, 2. “ Our fathers (when they) were under 

the cloud, and paffed through the fea, were all (as) im- 
merfed unto Mofes in the ¢loud, and in the fea.” This 
metaphorical ufe of the word, fo far from being in’ the 
leaft inconfiftent, is in full agreement with immerfion. 
But I believe it would furpafs even the “ingenuity” of 
Mr. M. to! fhew, that it equally accords, with ‘either 
pouring, or fprinkling. 
‘ Our Author begins the 58:h page in a very triumphant 
manner; diffident as he was inthe beginning, he now 
fuppofes himfelt to have “wielded his weapons with fuch 
a mafterly hand,” that the whole hoft of Baptifts are 
driven before him. ‘Our Baptift brethren (he fays) 
driven from this ground, prefently make a ftand on 
another, which I conceive to be equally untenable.” 

The ground from which he fays we are driven, is our 
affertion, i the primary meaning ¢ of the word baptize, 


ain 
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_ is\to immerfe.) But when were. we driven, from. this 
_ Sround, and by whom?, Never before the days of, my. 


Opponent that I have heard of ; and.that he has not\done 


_ it, the pages betore the reader, I truft will fully evinces 
We have been attacked by many, by great, and fomes. 


times by violent men, but I never knew one of my 
brethren. fhrink: back, on furrender bis polt for amoment, 
So. far from confidering ourfelves to be driven from our 


4 ground, we are if poflible, from every freth difcuffion 


increafing]y: fatisfied. with it. 
» But what is that to which Mr. M. fuppofes us to be 
driven, and which appears to him fo very untenable ? He 
ftates it thus, ‘t They tell us, that in many parts of {crips 
ture, fuch a mode of expteffion is ufed, as muft neceffarily 
imply immerfion:”. Where and when the Baprifts told 
this, he does not fay. It: would have been but fair, jf Mr. 
M. had given our opinion in our own words; but this 
would not have anfwered his purpofe, for I really believe 
no Baptift ever told any one what he imputes to us under 
this head, 

‘He infinuates, that, we always infer a plunging of the 
whole body, when INTO THE WATER Occurs) in. the 
{cripture narrative: In the record of Philip’s baptizing 
the.Eunuch, he fays, that we tranflate “They went down 
both into: the water,” theywere plunged under the water ; 
and he goes about to {hew the abfurdity ef fuch an in- 
ference, and fuch a tranflation! With apparent ferious- 
nefs he tells us, that om our Principles, it is equally 
certain that Philip, as ‘well as the Eunuch was plunged, 
as the Hiftoriam particularly fays, They wenc down both 
into the water, both Philip and the Eunuch, 

i fi bean rp ee y pa 
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‘A more grofs mifreprefentation of our fentiments can- 
not well be conceived of. The only apology I can make 
for Mr. M. (if it be an apology) is, that he in a preat 
meafure is a follower of others. Many years fince, Dr. 
Addington charged the Baptifis with exaftly the fame 
confequences, refpe&ting the baptifm of the Eunuch by 
Philip. To whom Dr, Stennet replied in thefe words ; 
“ What unaccountable trifling is all this! Mr. A, furely 
is not ferious! except in his wilh to amufe and confound 
his reader. What Baptift ever faid or thought, that per- 
fons cannot go into the water without being plunged in 
it? We fay, and fay very naturally upon this paffage, 
that as the word baptize fignifies to immerfe ; and as, in 
order to a perfon’s being immerfed, the adminiftrator and 
the fubjeét muit both go into the water: fo the plain fa& 
before us exaély accords with this idea of the inftitution. 
If Philip and the Eunuch went into the water, it muft be 
for fome purpofe; and that of the former’s immerfing 
the latter, is much more natural and feafible, than that of 
his taking up water and pouring it upon him: becaufe 
this might as well be done without their going into the 
water, that could not.’’ § 

As a Baptift, I. am ready to fay, that fuch circum: 
flances are recorded in feripture refpeéting baptifm,. as 
are very unaccountable, if the ordinance were admini- 
i ttered by pouring or fprinkling; but extremely proper 
and confiftent, if immerfion were the pra@tice... I appeal 
to thofe paflages referred to by my Opponent, 


Matt. iii. 6. And were ™™¢4 of him in Jordan.— 


poured » 
Verfe 16, And Jefus, when he was a" went up 


§ Remarks, &c., page 80, 8. | 


ftraitway 


| 4 20" Rest yo Sy ¥ dhs, Bo ass | 
EN ae en NN SR a Wag, ee ee 


Cae 


itraitway out of the water. Dr. Campbell tranflates Jefus 
being baptized, no fooner arofe out of the water. 
Aéts xiii, 38. And. they went down both into the 


immerfed 
poured . 


water, both Philip and the Eunuch, and he 
him, and when they were come up out of the water, &c, 

John iii. 23. And John alfo was eam in Enon, 

near to Salim, becaufe there was much water there. 
If morra vdara had been rendered ‘* many waters,” inftead 
of “‘ much water,” in this place, it would not have proved 
the meaning to be “‘ sMALL fercams,”’ as Mr. M. would 
fain infinuate. On the contrary, the very fame words 
are evidently ufed, both in the New Teftament and the 
Old, to denote the largeft confluence of waters, 

The voice of God our Saviour, when “ the earth fhined 
with his glory, was like the noife of many waters.”+ 
The loud praifes of the church, the voice of a great mul- 
titude, founding like the voice of mighty thunderings, is 
faid to have been alfo, ‘‘as the voice of many waters,’”’* 
Surely that found which is compared to “the voice of a 
great thunder,”” muft more refemble the roaring of the 
_ fea, than the gentle murmur of tinkling rills, 

“O thou that dwellef upon MANY WATERs, thine 
end is come,” faid Jeremiah to ancient Babylon. And 
myftical Babylon is ftiled the Great Harlot, who fitteth 
on MANY WATERS; the proper emblem of people, and 
multitudes, and nations, and tongues.{ ‘“‘ He fent from 
above, he took me, he drew me out of many waters,”§ 
i. e according to Mr. M, from the fide. of /mall fireams, 

+ Compare Ezek, sliii, 2, and Rev. i, 15. * Rev, xiv, 2, xix, 6 


$ See Jers li. 23. and Rev. xvii. Th. § Pfal, xyili,.16- 
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‘which could fcarcely have wetted the {oles of my {eet ! 
An apt emblem of deliverance from flrong enemies, and 
‘overwhelming troubles!) ‘MANY. WATERS cannot 
‘quench Jove ;"+ i, final flreams cannot. * The Lord 
is mightier than the noife of MANY WATERS.”* I dare 
‘not ule Mr. M’s explanation here; let him find a fair 
‘example for his fynonifm where he can. | 

Rom: vi, 4, 5. Therefore we are buried with him by 


ries into death; that like as Chiift was taifed up 
from the dead by the glory of the Father, even fo we alfo 
fthould walk in newnefs OF lites urn: 

_ How natural are the whole of thefe circumftances and 
expreflions to. immerfion—they are fo much fo, in my 
eftimation, that I know not what it is to with for the 
Teaft alteration. 

My Opponent’s criticifms on the Greek prepofitions 
Cy and .§ on Philip and the Eunuch's going into the 
water, aod on the meaning of many waters, may afford 
fatisfsGtion to the profane perfon and the infidel, whofe 
with is \o {ce the force of feripture expreffions leffened, 
and (heir najural meaning perverted; bat I apprehend 
they can afford ao fatisfaétion to the fincere believer.— 
By the fame rules of crilicifm, the wicked may be eafily 
divelted of their greatelt fears, and the righteous f{poiled 
of their brighiel hopes. Ii might be juftly queftioned, 
i ji Aa “+ Cant, viii, ve Pee Peale xc 4." yanuete ! 

« § Should ‘any one affetey that the Englith 'prepofition 1 nro, does not im= 
port fide iV Wek), when ufed*of goiliz into "A pond or bath,' becaufe it does 
vot iinply finldiviy in’ feafth)| when Gfed'of going ‘into & eld, A mountain, or 
Sidetie j¢ s perfon mutt be truck wih the ablusdity of fuch,an.alfertion. 
Yet Mr. M. pretends to gravity, learning, and ian se ana 


, thus SR wdfn Sle page gghF ef vlios vo ks 
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whether the dreadful punifhments denounced againgt the 
-impenitent, mean any thing more than fome flight or. 
gentle ftrokes of the Divine difpleafure: The finner 
might fairly perfuade himfelf, that being “ caft into hell,” 
only intimates a fituation on the confines of that dreadful 
ftate: The fervant of God alfo, might be brought to the 
painful conclifion, that “into life eternal,” intends only 
at; or near to, by, or upon the borders of eternal life, 
Mr. M. ridicules my reafoning refpe&ing the quantity 
~of the'element being effential to the ordinance of baptifm: 
yet he allows its jullnels when applied to the Lord’s fup- 
per. But furely there is as much feid on the quantity of 
the element in the inftitution of baptifm, as of the fupper. 
In order to evade what he calls my, ‘‘ferious trifling,” he 
is obliged to fay, ‘Our Lord Jefus commands nothing 
more, than an application of water to the body.—Neither 
the mode of adminiffering, nor the quantity is com- 
manded, or cyen mentioned!!”¢ What an aftonifhing } 
feope muft our Lord have given for the fancy and ima- 
gination of his creatures! and that, in obeying one of his 
pofitive commands! The Heathen oracles are renowned. { 
for their dubious meanings, but clearnefs and precifion 
have uniformly charatterized the declarations, and efpe- 


cially the commands of the true God, | But in:this. in- M 
fiance, according to Mr. M. am injun@ion is given to al! a, 
his fervants, yet how are they to-comply, with it, he has / , 
not prefcribed. One may be immerfed, another have 
‘water ;poured upon bim, a third be fprinkled, a fourth 
shave water applied to the end of his foresfinger, a fifeh 


to the tip of his right ear, and all be right; and itamay: be ; 
} - Sosa ovial vi $ Page 65." (UO 9a uN 
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‘all wrong, for who fhall determine, where the Law-giver 
if § 


is filent? We can fvarcely conceive of a greater reflec. 
tion than would be incurred by a human legiflator’s pro. 
mulgating a law, fo undefined, and extremely uncertain 
in its import, as my Opponent has reprefented the law of 
baptifm. 


\ That praétice appears to me highly fufpicious, whi 


tempts even good men, thus to degrade the charaftey/ of 


‘the Son of God, as the head and law-giver of his Church. 


‘In this inflance, Mr. M. gives us a freth and ftriking 


proof, that “the true partizan always inclines to correét 
the diétion of the fpirit, by that of the party.” 
Our Author clofes this branch of the fubjeA, with re- 
fleEtions on the inexpediency of adminiftering the ordi. 
nance of baptifm by immerfion, : 
it. He fays, “It is unneceffary ;” and attempts to prove 
this, by faying, ** The effence of religion does not confift 


‘in the moft ftri& obfervance of forms and ceremonies.’ 


{fs 


But certainly the effence of obedience confifts in a ftrié 
compliance with the command. “Then are ye my 
friends, when ye do whatfoever I have commanded you,"’ 
is a faying of our bleffed Lord. Todo that which he has 
enjoined in the inftitution of baptifin, is neceflary to our 
obedience to him in this ordinance, We think, and in 
my opinion, we prove, that he has enjoined immerfion, 
and therefore we judge it neceflary to an obfervance of 
the law of baptifm: This we practife, vindicate, and en- 
force, (fo far as my knowledge extends) under the fulle 
conviftion of. its being the appointment of God our 
Saviour. bo Rect Ba 
But my Opponent cannot poffibly have the fame per- 
i. ie fuafiion 
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fuafion and fatisfaétion refpeéting {prinkling, which is his 
praétice. He fays, the mode of adminiftration is NOT 
EVEN MENTIONED BY OUR Lorp, confequently, we 
are not to contemplate him, when vindicating {prinkling 
as the proper mode of baptifm, in the charagter of a fer- 
vant of our Lord Jefus; but merely as the advocate of a 
party ; asa {upporter of human conjeéture and prejudice, 
I am free to declare, that the mode of immerfion would 
not poffefs one claim to my regard, if it did not appear 
to be exprefsly enjoined by him, whofe, I truft, lam, and 
whom I efteem it my greateft honour to ferve. 

The extraét given by Mr. M. from good Mr, Bunyan, 
was written in defence of open communion, This cele- 
brated Author, with all Baptifts, confidered immerfion 
as eflential to fcripture baptifm; but he differed from 
many of his brethren, who efteem fuch baptifm as necef- 
{ary to communion at the Lord’s table. 

and. Mr. M. fays, immerfion 7s indecent.* There is no 
inftance in which my Opponent manifefts a ftronger ap~ 
pearance of difhonefty, than in his vile infinuation,\re- 
{peGting the Anabaptifts baptizing NAKED. 

He calls this abominable falfehood, “an indifputable 
faGt,”’§ for which he alledges the authority of Mr. Henry. 


* How Mr. M. reconciles this charge with his general conceffion, that im~ 
merfion is one meaning of the word baptize, and that dipping is, aa valid and 
feriptural baptifm, as fprinkling or pouring, Iam at a lofs to pape Soraas 
‘The Writer of thefe pages confiders fprinkling an innovation on the law of 
Chritt, and as fuch, he oppofes it with firmnefs : but his refpect for the many 
great and good men, who haye adopted fprinkling, has always preferved him, 
and he hopes ever will preferye him, from {peaking of what he even deems an 
eiror, in contemptuous and degrading terms. 

§ Page 66. 
But 
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But:aware that even fuch authority would néver-make it 
believed of modern Baptifts, he intimates that Mr. Henry 
referred to the ancient Anabaptifts; and artfully conne@s 
it) with a quotation from Mr. Bingham, affirming the. 
getieral: prevalence of this praétice, without {pecitying 
among ‘whom it prevailed: Yet he knew that Mr. Binge 
ham referred sor to the perfons branded with the nick~ 
hameof Anabaptifts, butte thofe ancient fathers, whom 
the Padobaptilts claitm.as the patrons of infant baptifims 
hus the thaffles back Mr, Henry’s charge, from the mo- 
dern, to the ancient Anabaptilts, 10 prevent the deteétion 
of its falfehood ; and: connééts it with-a reference to the 
praétice at the Chriftians of the fourth century, without 
faying’ chen the praGtice:. prevailed, or. by: whom it was 
adopted, ‘left the caufe of immicrfion thould gaim credit, 
by admitting its antiquicy.*!)» ; Miteya 
It really thocks.usito firid thefe cahumuiies Tetailed ovet 
and over, by “perfons: whom we with, to lowe and efteem, 
but who Know not how:torbe aflramed of any weapon 
that. can’ be employed ih defence of infant fprinkling. 

| The following reflections’ fent me by a Lady, whois a 
ber of my church; T have obtained leave to'give as 
an/arifwer to Mr. M’s. ‘charge of indeceney) {6 far as he 

applies it to the Baptifts/of the prefent Fae 1 vs wok 
‘ ("Te has’ been the’ fyftem! of many to degrade Woren 
below the ‘flatidarit in which aiature and providence’ des 
figned to have placed them. But furely it wouian loft her 


\ if any one is difpofed to inveltigaté the truth of this’ ehiarge any farther; 
Pwould intredt to tead Mr. Booths Remarks both én Mr. ‘Hedty, ad thé 
Ptattice of the Fathers. Pado, Bap. Exam. Vol, fi chap. iv. Rete vit, 
Pige 256, 259. PE aS f 
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firft eftate by tranfgreflion, and. fatally,inyolved her fics 


celfors in its confequences, fhe mutt ftill be allowed a full 
reftoration in the feale of i importance and being; by the 
appointment of Godin the promife, that her feed fhould 
bruife, the, ferpent's .head, and as fhe, was affigned the 
honoured inftrument of introducing the Mefliah. Our 
Author has, however, gone greater, lengths than moft in 
{upporting this fyftem of degradation, by reducing Wo- 
men to mere, objeéis of fenfe, even in the moft facred of 
all engagements... The involved duties of mankind are 
certainly enforced on either. fex,,and the principles that 
should. regulate the difcharge of them ought, to be the 
fame: but in general, we employ our reafon rather to 
jultify our prejudices, than to root them out. 

With real concern I haye read, Mr, M’s attempt to éxs 
cite rifibility at the mode of _adminiftering a pofitive in- 
{titution of the Diyine Author of our religion, and to 
promote a fexual diftinétion in the fulfilment of his com- 
mand, ,Grovelling muft be the mind, and depraved 
indeed by fenfuality, that could entertain an impure 
thought, or, fuffer the idea of /éx to intrude in fo folemn 
a rite, as that you are now defending! - On the contrary, 
I fhould expe€t the. _greatett voluptuary. would be awed 
into, refpect, and his admiration, excited, by the cons 
viétion, that principles of piety, and a fenfe of duty w ere 
capable of prevailing over our natural timidity fo far as 
to induce a public devotion of ourfelves to our God, 

The ludicrous terms which have, fhocked me, as 
coming from the pen ofa profeffed Minifter of the pure 
and holy gofpel—fuch as, ‘‘loofe dreffes,” “‘ Rruggling in 
the water” —with the allufion to the fex of the parties, 
oe He, is 


/\ 
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# “fulely ‘too grofly exprefféd, to gain any credit froma 
mind confcious of the Divide Omniprefence. 
The charge, héwever, is eafily refuted, 'By''the invi. 
‘tation 4 Coste AND SEE?” and! if you dé not find our 
Female candidates more uniformly neat, tight, and clofely 
Clad) hah at “otter ‘times, we will confent: te be ei its 
' ftinice,” though’ Habits? ‘candout. °° f 
“YF the other pate be thie, that! they are: iam for 
it Hear, an a neh {eréainy Whéh plunged into the water,” it is rather 
3 ‘prose hat ‘their itinds are niore enervated: ‘by education 
than nature, that’ ‘that the fervice itfelf i is indecent. The 
rit” fhould, ‘however, have firft receivéd a perfonal, 
gd hdr conivttion of the fat, ‘before he ventured to 
argue from its exiftétice.” wish 
one i geet deka by thofe who: ahend thefe 
"folemnities,’ kis ‘are as calm and colle€ted as 
the other fex; ‘that’ dey conduét’ themfelves with ‘the 
modeft ‘Ai ignity Pefulting’’ from the purity of ‘their motives, 
anda Cénfeioufness ‘of the’ “Divite prefence ay appre: 
bation: ’ 
Let! nde agai the Saildetet of fo many ode and 
delicate Women (evel within His owe’ Knowledge) affett, 
this ‘proceeds froth a defite’ to gain applaufe for their ‘he: 
“Yoifm 7 ‘they are ‘fully cotivinced) that to fhrink from it, 
Would be to fail, hot merely in ‘the ‘ordinaty duties of 4 
Cuiitian; ‘but in their obedience to'a conimand ‘from him 
wholé commiffion was | to téaeh “and baptize; and 
whole ‘Apottles, we are’ exptefily bigs me Hp ok both 
‘men and ‘Women. AE dest ¥loay 
Sad. Mi M. pronounces” our: “adherence to immerfion 
Pharifaical.t itil tir 
pt 68, He 
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He fays, ‘It was the grand fault of the Jews, that 
they paid more Peaned to the externals of religion, than 
to the effence.” 

But does not Mr. M, pay as ftri€h and uniform a regard 
to fprinkling, as we do to immerfion? And yet he does 
not believe that Chrift has commanded fprinkling, or in- 
deed faid any thing refpeéting the mode of adminiftering 
this ordinance ;* whilft we firmly believe, that immerfion 
is the mode which our Lord hath ftri€ily enjoined. 

There appears to. me fomething ftrange, and very un- 
juftifiable in my Opponent’s fo frequently, and without 
the leaft reflri@ion, placing a refpeét for the externals of 
religion, and a due regard for its effence, at variance 
with each other. Can a perfon poflibly poffefs an. ex- 
alted eftimation of the effence of religion, and flight its 
externals? Or, does a {erupulous attendance on the 
feryices of religion, neceflarily imply a difregard to its 
eflence? The obfervance of the externals of religion is 
expreflive of the fentiments and feelings of our hearts, 
and we all know who hath faid, ‘Ip YE LOVE ME, 
KEEP MY COMMANDMENTS,” 
>. The Pharifees were notorious for their zealous attach- 
ment to human, inventions—for the moft fhameful neg- 
leét of the Divine commands—for explaining away the 
meaning of God’s word in order to introduce and eftablith 
their traditions—for a dependance on the piety of their 
anceftors, and for fubftituting the obfervance of religious 
rites for perfonal religion. Hence our Lord reproved 
them for “making the commandment of God of none 
effeét by their tradition ;” and for “ teaching for doétrines 
eke * Page 65. 
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‘the commandments of men.”+ When fome of them ar. 
‘tended the miniftry, and witneffed the baptifm of John, 
the Baptift awfully difplayed their chara@er, and ftri- 
‘kingly expofed their fentiments, when “he faid unto 
‘them, O generation of vipers, who hath warned you to 
‘flee from the wrath to’ come? Bring forth (lierefore fruits 
‘meet for répentancé: And think not to fay within your- 
‘felves we have Abraham to our father: for I fay’ unto 
you, that God is able of thefe ftones to raife up children 
‘unto Abraham, And now alfo the ax is laid to the root 
of the trees; therefore every’ tree which bringeth not 
forth good fruit is hewn down, and caft into the fire.”+ 
But are not the Baptifts unanimous in rejeéting infant 
fprinkling, as a human i invention—as a’mere tradition— 
“and as inimical to perfonal religion? Are not they con- 
‘Rant’ and determined in their appeal tothe exprefs pre- 
‘cepts and precédents 6f God’s word for the immerfion of 
‘believers’? Is’ it not their “uniform pra&tice to require 
‘evidence of faith and repentance, in order to an atteri- 
‘dance on religions rites? And yet M¥.’M. compires! ts 
to the ancient votaries of humati tradition,’ and depen- 
‘dants on’ pious anceftry |" In’ one place ‘he accufes ‘us of 
‘offering’ ati infult to common’ fenfe; for afferting, that 
‘the didtates ‘of feripiure” only, fhould regulate us in all 
‘matiers « of Chrittian’ ‘faith and pra@ice ; ‘in another, ‘he 
“cOmpates us to! tHofe ‘who made the commandment of 
God of none effet by tlieir tradition. ©) 08. 
“Such general’ d¢cufations, and glaring’ incorfiftency, 
mult nike the ferious and candid mind ‘with’ difguift, ‘as 
favouring too much of a cenforiows and | party fpirit. 


+ Matt. xv, 6.8. 5 | $ Matt. iii. 7, 8, 9, 10, 
; sts Mr, M. 


- tor J 


Mr. ML” propufes! 16 confider the mode in. which bap- 


‘tifm may be adininiftered agreeably to the praQice of the 


Chiveh,# bat he! wholly declines this part of the dif, 
cuflion. He muft beonfciousithat the voice of antiquity 
is decidédly'in our favour, and that for THIRTEEN CEN- 
TURLES immerfiom has the fuffrage of univerfality,’’ Ye 


“mutt bea laborious tafe to white againft a prattice which 
‘he knows and acknowledges 10’ be right and {criptural, 
and this may accowitt ‘for hig declining’ ‘this part of the 
“fabject, and alfo' for’ thé intimation ‘of his having taken 


his final leave of the controverly,* © : 
Pleafed’ with the conééflivhs’ my ‘Opponent lias bedh 


obliged to’ make; at! different times, in favour of ‘niy 


‘practice, and filly fatisied with the fupport the immerfion 


a f 
of believers receives from’ 'the Precepts and precedents of 


the word of God, ¥ thall clofe my’ Stti@utes witk the af. 


fertions of a Reformer and a Quaker, the truth of which 
is flrikingly exemplified in Mr. M’s pamphlet, 

Thus Luther—« It can not be, proved by the facred 
{cripture that infant baprilm was inftituted by Chrift, or 
begun by the firft Chriftians after the Apoftles.”§ This 
teftimony is confirmed by the impartial Thomas Lawfon, 
who fays, “ {prinkling of infants is a cafe unprecedented 
in the primitive church; an irreptitious cuftom, fprung 
up in the night of apoftacy, after the falling away from 
the primitive order—{uch as thantize, or fprinkle infants, 
have no command from Chtift, nor example from the 
Apoltles, nor the fir primitive Chriftians for fo doing.”"f 

To thefe teftimonies | will add a fuitable remonftrance 

+ Page 49. Page 87, 


§ In Booth’s Pago, Exam, Vol, Il, page 4, } Ibid, page 33, 
in 
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jn the words ofthe venerable Mr, Baxter; ‘‘ What man 
dare go in a way which hath neither precept nor example 
to thy it, from a way that hath a full current of both? 
_knows what, will pleafe God but, himfelf? And 
he ‘not told us what he -expeéteth from us? . Can 
a be obedtence which hath no command for it? Is not 
this to fupererogate, and to be righteous over much? Is 
it not alfo to aceufe God’s ordinances of infufficiency, as 
well as his word, as if they were not fufficient either.to 
pleafe him, or help our graces? O the pride of man’s 
heart, that inftead of beipg a law-obeyer, will be a law- 
maker; and inftead of being true worthippers, they 
will be worthip-makers!—For my part, I will not fear 
that, God will be angry with me for doing no more than 
she hath commanded, me, and for fticking clofe to the rule 
of his word, in matter of worfhip; but I fhould werahle 

#0 addior, Sidhe ne. 
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